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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to conduct a statewide survey of Reading Recovery
teachers (n=150) to gain insight on how they value and use lesson records. Specifically,
this study addressed four questions: 	
  
● What do teachers report as most useful and least useful when completing daily
lesson records?
● What do teachers report as most valuable and least valuable when completing
daily lesson records?
● Do teachers report that their use of lesson records changes over the beginning,
middle, and end of a lesson series?
● Do teachers report the use of lesson records varies depending on Reading
Recovery teachers’ discontinuing rate and years of experience?
The analyses of data include descriptive statistics, chi-square tests, and ANOVA. Results
indicate that 80% of teachers write on their lesson record after the lesson is over, and
47.5% of those teachers write in the comments on any part of the lesson section. Chisquare analyses suggested more experienced teachers are more likely to write in a reading
section of the lesson record over other sections after the lesson is over. Findings also
showed that 40.7% of Reading Recovery teachers shared their lesson records. This study
expands understanding of how Reading Recovery teachers use and value their lesson
records. It also lays the groundwork for further research on how teachers use the
comments on any part of the lesson section.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
“Engaging in the complex and challenging processes of lesson record keeping is an
important component of teachers’ delivery of instruction and ongoing professional
development. Systematic observation of teaching decisions and student responses leads to
effective goal setting and feedback” (Gibson, 2010, p. 31).
Lesson records are a daily part of a Reading Recovery teacher’s lesson. A daily
lesson record is kept for every lesson with each child. A Reading Recovery teacher
usually takes four lesson records a day and twenty a week. As lesson records are a fixed
part of the intervention, it is important to investigate how teachers use and value their
lesson records.
Reading Recovery teachers play an integral role in teaching students how to read.
Reading Recovery focuses on first grade readers who are identified through assessment to
be in the bottom 20% of their class. Lesson records are one part of the Reading Recovery
instructional model, which supports teachers in their instruction of children who have
difficulty learning to read and write. Gibson (2010) discusses the importance of a
teacher’s lesson records when planning for instruction, as the observations teachers make
of both the students and themselves during lessons can inform future instruction, and
subsequently help students make substantial reading gains.
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Overview of Reading Recovery
Reading Recovery, developed by Marie Clay, is an early literacy intervention for
students who are struggling to read (Schmitt, 2005). Clay, a professor and developmental
psychologist in the Department of Education at the University of Auckland, designed
Reading Recovery as a result of her years of observational research of how “harder to
teach children” (Schmitt, 2005, p. 23) learned to read. Through these observations, Clay
created an intervention focused on individual instruction that builds on children’s
strengths. Reading Recovery began in New Zealand in 1983. In 1985, the Ohio State
University began to use Reading Recovery in Columbus area schools, and by 1987
Reading Recovery was spreading across the United States (Schmitt, 2005). Today,
Reading Recovery has state training facilities through universities and is in elementary
schools across the country (RRCNA, 2017).
Clay describes Reading Recovery’s theoretical basis as “individually designed
and individually delivered instruction” (Clay, 2001, p.217). Clay states that Reading
Recovery is designed to use:
•

one-to-one instruction to meet individual needs,

•

paced and sequenced activities,

•

a well-trained teacher, who keeps good records,

•

all aspects of the pupil’s learning history during this second chance to learn,
and
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•

daily lessons “to ensure the construction of effective processing at all times
despite the not-so-balanced repertoire of the struggling learner” (Clay, 2001,
p.221).

At the heart of Reading Recovery is the individual child. Teachers meet with
students one-on-one and design lessons to target their individual needs. To help track
student progress and plan future instruction, the Reading Recovery teacher needs to keep
precise records for each student.
Professional community. Reading Recovery has a three-tiered approach to initial
training and ongoing professional development, which includes teachers, teacher leaders,
and university trainers. At each tier, professionals work with children and engage with
colleagues to continually refine teaching in order to connect theory to practice.
Reading Recovery teachers. Districts select certified teachers with a record of
successful experience to train as Reading Recovery teachers. Initial training involves
yearlong graduate level coursework and at least four lesson observations with a Reading
Recovery teacher leader (RRCNA, 2017). In subsequent years, Reading Recovery
teachers will participate in continued professional development for at least six sessions
throughout the academic year.
Reading Recovery teachers are responsible for teaching at least four first-grade
students individually for 30-minute daily lessons for a total of eight to ten children a year.
Teachers are also responsible for keeping records on each child. The Reading Recovery
Council of North America lists these records as: The Observation Survey and summary,
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predictions of progress, lesson records, running records, records of reading vocabulary,
records of writing vocabulary, and records of book level (2017).
Reading Recovery teacher leaders. School districts or a consortium of districts
select teacher leaders who have a master’s degree, teaching certificate, effective teaching
experience, and strong leadership qualities. Teacher leaders complete yearlong postgraduate level coursework, which includes theory on literacy development, instructional
coaching and leadership, and clinical practice. Teacher leaders are responsible for
supporting Reading Recovery teachers in their district by providing ongoing professional
development six times a school year. They also complete on-site coaching visits
(RRCNA, 2017).
Reading Recovery university trainers. University trainers are “faculty members
within an established university training center…who are responsible for initial and
ongoing professional development for teacher leaders, supporting a network of affiliated
Reading Recovery teacher training sites, expanding and strengthening sites within the
network, and ensuring the integrity of Reading Recovery within the region” (RRCNA,
2017). To become a university trainer, one must complete a yearlong residency program
at the post-doctoral level. Currently there are more than 20 Reading Recovery university
training centers in the United States.
Key terms. Key terms related to Reading Recovery include:
•

Behind the Glass- A facet of Reading Recovery professional development that
includes a teacher delivering a lesson behind a one-way observation window. During
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the lesson, Reading Recovery professionals on the other side of the glass observe,
discuss, and reflect on the teaching and learning taking place.
•

Discontinue- The time when a child successfully completes the intervention and is
ready for individual support to end (Clay, 2016).

•

Discontinuing rate- An accumulated score based on the teachers’ number of students
who have discontinued Reading Recovery divided by the total number of students the
teacher has instructed in Reading Recovery.

•

Lesson Record- Records, which are used to plan before the lesson, record anecdotal
observations of student and teacher actions during the lesson, and reflect after the
lesson (Clay, 2016). Lesson records are kept on a form divided into eight sections
including: (a) familiar reading, (b) new text, (c) strategic activities on text (observed
and prompted), (d) letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis, (e) message
composed, (f) constructing words/gaining fluency, (g) cut-up story, space, concepts,
sequence, and phrasing, and (h) comments on any part of the lesson (see Appendix
B).

•

Lesson Series- The lessons completed over the course of a Reading Recovery
intervention lasting 12-20 weeks. This study uses the terms beginning, middle, and
end to delineate the changes that happen over the course of the intervention.

•

Orchestration- The pulling together of information from language, meaning, and print
(Clay, 2016).

•

Running Record- An assessment of a child’s oral reading of a text, which provides
“evidence of how well children are learning to direct their knowledge of letters,
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sounds and words to understand the messages in the text” (Clay, 2016, p. 49). See
Appendix A.
•

Strategic Activity- “Mental activities initiated by the child to problem-solve the
puzzle of getting the messages from a text, or putting messages into texts” (Clay,
2016, p. 34).

•

Teacher Leader- A leader “in their local districts where they teach children, train
Reading Recovery teachers for local schools, maintain contact with past trainees,
analyze and report student outcomes, educate the local educators, advocate for what
cannot be compromised, and communicate with the public” (RRCNA, 2017).
Instructional framework. Each student receives daily 30-minute lessons for 12-20

weeks with a highly trained Reading Recovery teacher. Lessons include the following
eight main components, which are discussed below: rereading the familiar book, taking a
running record, identifying letters and breaking words into parts, engaging in
conversation about personal experiences or text, writing a story, reconstructing the cut-up
sentence, introducing the new book, and reading the new book.
Familiar reading. Each lesson will begin with the child reading several familiar
books. The familiar books were read with the teacher during an earlier lesson. The
familiar reading portion of the lesson provides students’ opportunities to increase their
volume of reading practice. During this time, students will encounter concepts
previously taught, and will practice phrased and fluent reading. At the same time,
students are also able to discover new things about the story, which they had not noticed
in prior readings (Clay, 2016).
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Running record. The child then reads a story independently as the teacher
completes an oral reading assessment called a running record (Fawson, Ludlow, Reutzel,
Sudweeks, & Smith, 2006). The story has been introduced and read by the child in the
previous lesson. After reading the story, the teacher praises the child on ‘successful
solving’ and returns to the text to teach how to solve generative errors from the reading
(Clay, 2016).
Letter identification. After the running record, students use a stand-up magnetic
board to sort an array of magnetic letters. The letters are selected for the individual child.
This portion of the lesson is two-fold: identifying letter shapes and speeded recognition
(Clay, 2016).
Breaking words into parts. The focus then moves from letters to words as
students use magnetic letters to take words apart and develop flexibility with word
solving. Teachers can introduce words in a variety of ways: looking at new features,
letters, and word parts and/or sequences of letters in words. The words should be linked
to what the child is learning in other portions of the lesson. Word work helps students to
notice and learn more about the visual features of print (Clay, 2016).
Conversation about personal experience or text. The next portion of the lesson
is for the teacher to create an opportunity for the teacher and the child to engage in
conversation. Conversations with the child help to extend the child’s oral language. The
conversation can be about any topic and often builds upon a story that was recently read
by the child. Whatever the selected topic, it must be of interest to the child. Teachers
should follow the child’s lead and capitalize on what is important to the child. The
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teacher will help the child compose a story (this may only be a sentence during beginning
lessons) about the topic that comes from the child’s ideas (Clay, 2016).
Write a story. Once the story is composed orally, the child will write the story in
an unlined journal. The journal is opened and turned sideways so the child can use both
pages. The top page is a working space for the student and teacher to construct words
together and practice letter/word formations. The bottom page is for the child’s formal
composition of the story. While writing the story, the child must problem-solve while
self-monitoring and self-correcting. After the story is written, the child will reread the
story once or twice aloud (Clay, 2016).
Reconstruct the cut-up sentence. As the child is rereading, the teacher writes the
story on a sentence strip. The teacher cuts the sentence strip into language units
appropriate for the child: phrases, words, or segments. The child then reconstructs the
story since “There is a close match between what the child must do when he is
assembling the cut-up story and what he is doing as he reads a book” (Clay, 2016, p.109).
The cut-up story is taken home with students in an envelope with the completed story
written on the outside.
Introduce the new book. Before reading the new book, the teacher will introduce
the book to the child. The oral introduction introduces the story, plot, and words and/or
phrases that may be new for the child. The book introduction should prepare the child to
read the story as independently as possible (Clay, 2016).
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Read the new book. Finally, the student reads the new book. While the child is
reading the teacher provides support only as appropriate. Clay (2016) emphasizes how
reading the new book provides many opportunities for the child to:
•

read a new text with fluency and understanding,

•

problem-solve difficulties by searching the print, the picture, the language,
and the story,

•

get help from the teacher who prompts the searching and confirms good
responses, and

•

independently and easily read a novel text, solving the hard bits and sounding
good. (p. 117)

Lesson Record. During the 30-minute lesson, teachers keep two main forms of
records: running records (see Appendix A) and lesson records (see Appendix B).
Running records are used to capture and record the student’s oral reading behaviors
(Clay, 2016). Lesson records are also used to capture and record student behaviors as
well as student and teacher interactions across the components of the lesson. Clay (2016)
states:
Make clear lesson records of how the child responds to the scaffolding of the
tasks in each lesson. These records inform your thinking and assist you in making
the best teaching decisions. It is important to begin with the first lesson and to
gradually get used to recording a brief note about what you did and how the child
responded while it happens so that later you can return and complete the detail on
your records. (p. 35)
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Lesson records are kept on a blank form, which is broken into eight sections and
corresponds to the components of the instructional framework previously described. The
eight sections are titled (a) familiar reading, (b) new text, (c) strategic activities on text
(observed and prompted), (d) letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis, (e) message
composed, (f) constructing words/gaining fluency, (g) cut-up story, space, concepts,
sequence, and phrasing, and (h) comments on any part of the lesson (referred to as the
comment section henceforth).
Teachers independently complete a lesson record for each lesson. Reading
Recovery teachers usually teach four students for a 30-minute lesson each day.
Therefore, each Reading Recovery teacher would be completing four lesson records a
day. Pilot study research for this study indicates teachers personalize lesson records by
using abbreviations, short hand, and their own brand of note taking, planning, and/or
comments. As teachers complete lesson records so frequently, lesson records become
individualized for the teacher. For example, a teacher may write “TP,” or teacher
prompt, under familiar reading to indicate that the teacher needed to prompt the child
while reading.
Lesson records can be used before, during, and after lessons. Teachers may use
the lesson record before to plan what books may be read during familiar reading, the
book introduction for the lesson’s new book, or the letter and words given to the child to
identify or break. For example, in the letter identification and breaking words into parts
section of the lesson record, teachers may pre-record the letters or words that the teacher
plans to present to the child. During the lesson, anecdotal notes are taken from
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observations of a child’s reading and writing behaviors, as well as from teacher actions.
Records of student and teacher behaviors during the lesson are written on the lesson
record for later reference. After the lesson, teachers are free to return to the lesson record
to make additional notes or write overall comments in the comment section.
Statement of the Problem
When students enter school, they have varying knowledge about print. Some
students enter school with the ability to write their name, recognize letters, and/or
identify associated letter sounds. Others come to school with limited oral language and
little experience with books. For these two groups of children, learning to read often has a
very different trajectory. If instruction is not differentiated for these two groups, the
differences among the students become even more apparent (Stanovich, 1986). Over
time good readers read more and process texts more quickly. This increase in processing
speed puts them at an advantage over children who find reading difficult. Further,
students who experience difficulty reading do not benefit from advantages associated
with volumes of reading (Cunningham & Stanovich, 1998). Stanovich calls this
widening gap the Matthew Effect, and uses the metaphor to describe children’s reading as
the rich getting richer and the poor getting poorer (1986). As the gap between good and
poor readers continues to widen, some students fall behind their peers. Reading
Recovery was created to help students who are struggling to read early in their school
career before they are too far behind their classmates and become classified for special
education services. Early intervention can potentially prevent over-identification of
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special education services by providing instruction at the student’s individual level and
helping to close the gap early (Clay, 1990).
Students who participate in Reading Recovery are those considered the lowest
readers in their class (Clay, 2016). Reading Recovery teachers design lessons to
accelerate a student’s progress in 12-20 weeks (Clay, 2001) so they are reading at the
same level as their peers. Many factors play into Reading Recovery’s success (Pinnell,
Lyons, DeFord, Bryk, & Seltzer, 1994). One of these factors is the teacher’s close
observation and record keeping of reading progress to assist in individualizing instruction
for each child (Gibson, 2010). During a lesson, teachers take a running record of the
student’s oral reading and anecdotal notes on a lesson record (Clay, 2016).
Lesson records are the evidence of a teacher’s systematic observation of a child
while he reads and writes during a Reading Recovery lesson. These records help teachers
to actively observe the child and respond to him with an appropriate level of instruction
to help the child take on new learning. “Sensitive and systematic observation of young
children’s reading and writing behaviours provide teachers with feedback which can
shape their next teaching moves. Teaching then can be likened to a conversation in
which you listen to the speaker carefully before you reply” (Clay, 1979, pg. 6). As Clay
compares teaching lessons one-on-one to a conversation, one also must consider this
conversation is not inclusive of one lesson, but lasts days and weeks throughout Reading
Recovery. Accurate records can help a teacher remain current in the conversation, but
also be able to return to see what has been said previously. Lesson records can play a
vital role in teachers’ planning of future instruction. In order for students to make
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accelerated progress in Reading Recovery, teachers must be strategic in their planning, as
well as calculating during each 30-minute lesson with a child. Lesson records can be
useful in the planning for lessons, as well as for tracking a student’s progress for future
instruction.
Although teachers take both a running record and a lesson record, running records
have been more widely researched as a commonly used assessment in early childhood
classrooms. Lesson records, on the other hand, have not been researched as thoroughly.
Although the lesson record form is a standard requirement for Reading Recovery teachers
to use, little research has been done on how teachers actually use the records. Hence, this
research study has been designed as a quantitative exploration of how Reading Recovery
teachers use and value their lesson records.
Purpose of the Study
Teachers use records in different ways, but Clay (2016) clearly states that teachers
should use lesson records “to closely record and engineer the shifts in the child’s
responding” (p. 21). By recording notes from each lesson, the lesson record assists in the
close monitoring of children’s progress, allowing teachers to build appropriate learning
opportunities during lessons.
Gibson (2010) suggests daily record keeping as an important component of
teachers’ ongoing learning. “Engaging in a reflective cycle of systematic observation of
teaching moves and student responses leads to goal setting and feedback, and it improves
teachers’ understanding that teaching decisions makes a difference for each Reading
Recovery student” (p.34). Explicit lesson records provide teachers with evidence of what
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their teaching strategies were and how the child responded. Teachers typically become
more comfortable, efficient, and flexible in noticing and recording over time.
Research questions. The purpose of this study was to conduct a survey with
Reading Recovery teachers in a southeastern state. The research questions guiding the
study include:
1. What do teachers report as most useful and least useful when completing daily
lesson records?
2. What do teachers report as most valuable and least valuable when completing
daily lesson records?
3. Do teachers report that their use of lesson records changes over the beginning,
middle, and end of a lesson series?
4. Are factors such as years of experience and discontinuing rates associated
with teachers’ use of lesson records?
For this study use is defined as teachers self-report of how they complete lesson
records. Value is defined as teachers self-report of their feeling/attitudes of worth and or
judgment of lesson records.
Personal Rationale
As a part of the coursework in my doctoral program, I participated in four courses
designed for Reading Recovery teachers, which included teaching four students across an
academic year. During the year, I became aware of the balance needed to simultaneously
teach the planned lesson, observe the child’s behaviors, make in-the-moment decisions,
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and construct a written record. During professional development sessions, I observed
Reading Recovery teachers’ instruction and watched how they used their lesson records. I
specifically took note of when and what teachers chose to record. As my thinking
developed from being focused on how to practically take a lesson record to how to use
the lesson record, I became curious about how other Reading Recovery teachers used
their lesson records. The more lesson records I saw the more I realized how each teacher
personalized her lesson records with abbreviations, notes, and personalized elements.
This experience and curiosity about of the differences in teachers’ lesson records
prompted my interest for this study.
Theoretical Rationale
The theoretical underpinnings of this study are grounded in Clay’s literacy
processing theory. This section will first discuss literacy processing theory and complex
reading behaviors and will then focus on the importance of capturing student behaviors
through close observation.
Complex reading behaviors. Clay asserts that learning to read is a complex
process requiring many sources of information to come together simultaneously. For
example, readers must use their knowledge of letters, words, English syntax, directional
movement of print, and semantics to read (Clay, 2001). Individuals work to put together,
or orchestrate, these sources of information with what they already know about print.
Clay’s theory proposes that each learner’s path to reading proficiency is unique as the
individual learns differently (Clay, 2001). This is in contrast to a stage theory of reading
(Chall, 1983). When looking at individual learning differences, pre-set stages would not
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fit all students. Chall (1983) states that “people generally progress in characteristic
ways” (p. 9) when learning how to read. “Even those with special problems and needs,
follow the same sequence” (Chall, 1983, p. 9). She further states that, as learners
progress, they travel through a linear system of stages predetermined by age. Clay’s
theory, however, proposes that each person learns to read by taking different paths to a
common outcome that are not predetermined by age or defined by a set stage. Even
though learning is taking a different trajectory, children are still progressing toward the
common goal of becoming proficient readers. If “proficient reading and writing can be
achieved by taking different paths then it would be an utter waste of time to try to create a
table of stages to be achieved at set ages” (Clay, 2001, p. 77). A timetable or stages
cannot be set for students learning how to read as individuals have a unique way of
orchestrating the reading processes in order to extract meaning from text.
Integration of strategic actions. When learning to read, a child must use the
“interaction of many responses” (Clay, 1990, p.6) to make decisions. Clay (2001), when
defining her theory, found value in the research of Rummelhart, Singer, and Bruner
(Clay, 2001; Doyle, 2013). Rummelhart’s (1994) interactive reading theory combines
bottom-up (letters and words are decoded to read) and top-down (the reader gives
meaning to the print) processing simultaneously. According to Rummelhart, readers use
many sources of information to generate hypotheses including: visual information,
orthographic knowledge, phonological information, lexical knowledge, syntactical
knowledge, and semantic knowledge (Rummelhart, 2013). As information is gathered,
“hypotheses are confirmed, disconfirmed and replaced by new hypotheses, and the
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process continues until some decision is accepted” (Clay, 2001, p. 120). In the end, the
most probable hypothesis is made when the “reader’s working systems consider, scan,
and integrate information from all levels of the language hierarchy” (Doyle, 2013, p.
647). To confirm the probable hypothesis all sources of information are in agreement
and when there is disagreement it triggers the reader to search for more information.
Through Rummelhart’s influence, Clay emphasizes teaching the learner to link
together sources of information as the child accumulates individual skills (Clay, 2016).
Clay states, “knowing such things about the sounds of letters and letter clusters is
essential but not sufficient for successful reading of texts” (Clay, 2001, p. 98). In fact,
“An extensive repertoire of item knowledge learned and practiced in isolation, and a
single technique of sounding out the phonemes in words is a skimpy preparation for
understanding the messages in texts” (Clay, 2001, p. 92). In order to read, one must
integrate many sources of information.
In addition to drawing on Rummelhart, Clay’s literacy processing theory was also
influenced by Singer’s (1994) model that described how working systems are assembled
and linked together for a specific task (Clay, 2001). Working systems assemble quickly
and organize for the immediate need of the reader. According to Singer mental, or
cognitive, energy is devoted to: input, mediation, and output. Input systems use the
perception of stimuli or visual information, while the mediation and output systems
involve cognitive systems such as interpreting, inferring, integrating, and responding.
Input should require a minimum amount of mental energy and attention so that remaining
mental energy can be expended on mediation and output. Through practice, the systems
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become quicker and more powerful. Clay describes the in-the-head processing of
Singer’s concept of input-mediation-output as strategic behavior. Continuing on this
idea, Clay uses the term strategic activity to refer to acts of processing where the brain
picks up information, works on it, makes a decision, and evaluates a response (Clay,
2001).
Clay’s literacy processing theory also draws on Bruner’s (1973) description of
moving toward a skilled action. Bruner’s theory is described through a child’s actions. At
first the child becomes interested and sensory or feed-forward signals are created in the
brain. Next, the child makes an awkward effort while receiving feedback, which helps
organize the action in the brain. As the child continues to make attempts, feedback is
received and the sequence of acts becomes smoother as “motor and sensory pathways in
the brain” (Lyons, 2003 p. 37) develop. Continued success builds myelin in the neural
pathway strengthening the correction and requiring less feedback (Lyons, 2003). With
practice, the sequence of actions becomes a subroutine. Subroutines become linked and
actions become automatic, requiring less attention. With this learned action and quickfire response, the brain is freed to work on other tasks.
Clay cautions that knowledge sources and working systems must be used flexibly
and effectively (Clay, 2001). If practiced improperly, working systems could be formed
incorrectly, which does not provide the flexibility needed to complete a complex process
like reading. Struggling readers must have learning experiences, which help form strong
working systems and lead to efficient processing. Further, students need opportunities
for consistent practice in order to strengthen these connections in the brain. Clay (1990)
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sees inappropriate practice as an instructional issue. The longer inefficient processing is
repeated and not corrected, the harder it becomes for the child to correct. Although some
students have no organic problem that would lead to a struggle in reading, many fall into
the same category as those who do have organic problems. Clay (1990) calls for
instruction that would change and/or prevent the learner from practicing inappropriately
for too long. Clay supports instruction that reteaches incorrect behaviors, thus building
flexible working systems based on individual needs.
Recording complex reading behaviors. To support the efficient cognitive
processing needed to solve complex texts, teachers must closely observe students’
reading behaviors. Clay refers to this close observation as an unusual lens. An unusual
lens refers to “any observational data…which gathers detailed data on changes in the
literacy behaviours of young children as they learn to read and write continuous texts
over a period of time” (Clay, 2001, p. 42). Close observations provide a teacher with
data, which help in the interpretation of the mental processes the child is using as he
reads. A teacher can focus on “behaviours or acts which can be observed and which
provide observers with signals…Trained observers can interpret changes in these signals
as changes in psychological processes like perceiving, linking, and decision-making”
(Clay, 2001, p. 42).
Clay, herself, made meticulous documentation during her observational research,
which revealed key discoveries (Doyle, 2013). Clay found a “change over time in the
processing behaviours as learners acquire more knowledge and initial primitive strategies
become more like that of a mature reader” (Doyle, 2013, p. 648). In turn, Clay included
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documentation of close observations as an instrumental part of the Reading Recovery
lesson. The Reading Recovery teacher documents observed reading behaviors on both
the running record and the lesson record during each lesson. The continuous detailed
observations of the child’s literacy behaviors inform the child’s instruction (Clay, 2016).
“The reflective teacher considers her observations of the child’s problem-solving
strategies in writing and reading daily” (Doyle, 2013, p. 651). By using the running
record and the lesson record to record and later reflect, teachers are able to plan
instruction to meet the individual’s needs in order to help him construct an efficient
system of processing while reading. Since individuals learn how to orchestrate complex
reading behaviors differently (Clay, 2001), the records teachers keep become vital in
planning for instruction.
Documentation is important as teachers maintain a record of students’ changes
over time, reflect on previous instruction, and plan for future instruction that follows the
strengths and needs of the child. Teachers must record a student’s progress to know what
the student controls, since each child’s path to literacy is unique (Clay, 2001). After the
lesson, teachers return to the running record and the lesson record to reflect upon and
analyze their teaching decisions, thus discerning what was effective. As teachers
continually refine their teaching through reflection, the knowledge of the individual, and
the records kept during the lesson, they are better able to plan individualized instruction.
Methodological Overview
This study used a quantitative survey to measure Reading Recovery teachers’ use
and value of lesson records in a southeastern state. The study employed survey
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methodology and was designed to gather descriptive data (Tanner, 2002). The survey
was administered using the online software, Qualtrics (see Appendix C for the survey).
Using an online format was beneficial for a moderately large sample (n= 215) that was
widely distributed geographically (Sue & Ritter, 2012). Additionally, online surveys also
offer the benefit for direct data entry, decreasing data entry errors. An online survey also
allows for timely response by participants and increases anonymity for questions that
may have a socially desired response (Sue & Ritter, 2012). Personal observations while
conducting previous survey research with Reading Recovery teachers showed that faceto-face interactions during the survey might sway responses. The methodology of this
survey study can be found in Chapter 3.
Chapter Summary
This chapter included an introduction of the study, a statement of the problem, the
study’s purpose, and the personal and theoretical rationales. The study aims to
understand what Reading Recovery teachers use and value in their daily lesson records.
In the next chapter, a review of related literature is provided to understand the role lesson
records have in Reading Recovery teachers’ instructional planning.

21

CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
Reading Recovery is one of the most successful interventions in the United States
to support low performing first graders in the areas of reading and writing (May, 2016;
Pinnell, Lyons, Deford, Bryk, & Seltzer, 1994). The intervention targets students who
are struggling to read and write (Clay, 2016). Students receive daily 30-minute lessons
for 12-20 weeks with a highly trained Reading Recovery teacher. The one-on-one lesson
includes nine main components: reread familiar texts, read new text from previous lesson,
work on letter identification, practice breaking words, converse with teacher, write a
story, cut-apart and reconstruct the sentence, introduce the new text, and read the new
book. During each lesson, the Reading Recovery teacher is responsible for keeping a
lesson record. Teachers write notations in the sections of the lesson record that
correspond with the components of the lesson. Lesson records, along with other records
kept by the teacher, help to document students’ reading behaviors and assist teachers for
planning future instruction.
Beyond the structure and pacing of the lesson and the precise records teachers
keep is the most important part of Reading Recovery: the child. During each lesson, the
Reading Recovery teacher’s main focus is the individual child. Clay (2001) describes
Reading Recovery as “individually designed and individually delivered instruction” (p.
217). Reading Recovery lessons are designed to meet individual needs by a well-trained
teacher who (a) individually paces and sequences lessons, (b) is alert to all aspects of the
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student’s learning history, (c) adapts daily instruction to ensure the construction of
effective processing at all times, (d) and keeps good records (Clay, 2001).
One way teachers are able to focus on the needs of the individual is through the records
taken during each lesson. These records help teachers as they plan and adapt daily
lessons to target the child’s specific strengths and weaknesses.
This literature review aims to highlight how teachers use lesson records to inform
their instruction. To help explain how lesson records are used in a cycle of planning and
instruction, Figure 2.1 has been created as an illustration and a model of organization for
this review. Components of the proposed instructional cycle include (a) student-teacher
relationship, (b) scaffolding, and (c) record keeping, specifically running records and
lesson records. The literature review will discuss each component of the cycle with the
purpose of building the case that the use of lesson records is a fundamental part of
Reading Recovery teachers’ planning for future instruction. Before the review of
literature begins, the methods will be presented.
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Figure 2.1 A Reading Recovery Teacher’s Instructional Cycle

Figure 2.1 The instructional cycle for a Reading Recovery teacher consists of three
phases. The cycle begins with a relationship between the student and teacher. Through
the relationship, the teacher learns about the child, and knowledge of the child guides the
teacher’s instructional decisions and the level of scaffolding. The cycle continues as the
teacher keeps records to maintain a current knowledge of the child and to support
individualized instruction.
Methods
For this review of literature, research was compiled from Academic Search
Complete (available archives through Clemson University), The Journal of Reading
Recovery (accessed through the Reading Recovery Council of North America), and
Google scholar. Databases chosen to search within Academic Search Complete included:
Academic Search Complete, Educational Research Complete, ERIC, PsycINFO, and
Education Fulltext. Search terms included Reading Recovery, student-teacher
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relationships, individual, one-on-one, anecdotal records, scaffolding, contingent teaching,
running records, grade 1, literacy, reading, close observation, systematic observation,
teacher, and elementary. These terms were searched in various combinations. Reference
lists from found books and articles were also used as well as other articles outside the
scope of searches (such as personal readings). This review focused on elementary-age
students, but articles with older participants were not excluded if findings were pertinent.
Articles outside the education field at times had applicable findings when describing
dynamic relationships and practices. Information about Reading Recovery was also
obtained from books written by Clay.
Discussion of Literature: Effectiveness of Reading Recovery
Reading Recovery is an effective short-term early intervention (Pinnell et. al,
1994). A condensed review of literature on the effectiveness of Reading Recovery is
presented followed by an extensive review of literature, which builds a case for the
importance of lesson records in Reading Recovery.
To discuss the effectiveness of Reading Recovery five studies were included in
this review. Three articles were selected for their inclusion in the What Works
Clearinghouse (2013). The What Works Clearinghouse uses rigorous criteria when
identifying eligible studies for review including but not limited to study design, sample
attrition, sample population, and research date. Out of 202 studies identified as
investigating the effectiveness of Reading Recovery, three studies (Schwartz, 2005;
Pinnell, DeFord, & Lyons, 1988; Pinnell et. al, 1994) met the What Works Clearinghouse
standards for review.
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The two additional studies (May, Sirinides, Gray, & Goldsworthy, 2016;
Sirinides, Gray, & May, 2018) report on Reading Recovery’s overall effectiveness. The
reports also discuss the findings of a $55 million Investing in Innovation (i3) grant
awarded to scale up Reading Recovery nationally from 2010-2015. This dissertation
study was conducted a year after the i3 grant was completed making these studies
relevant.
In the first study reviewed, Schwartz (2005) randomly assigned 148 students in 37
classrooms to receive the Reading Recovery intervention either during the first or second
half of the academic year. Students who received the intervention performed significantly
better than similar students from the same classrooms. The students who received
Reading Recovery during the first half of the year also performed better than students
who received the intervention during the second half of the year.
Pinnell, DeFord, and Lyons (1988) completed a monograph about Reading
Recovery including an overview of the instructional procedures, teacher training and
development, and research study findings (including case studies, a longitudinal study,
and site studies). The longitudinal study concluded that the effects of Reading Recovery
were sustained for at least two years. Further, Reading Recovery was found to improve
the reading ability of at-risk children.
Another study conducted by Pinnell and colleagues (1994) compared Reading
Recovery with three other instructional models: a one-on-one skills practice model, a
treatment modeled on Reading Recovery provided by trained teachers in a shortened
program, and group instruction taught by a trained Reading Recovery teacher. Low
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achieving first graders (N=324) were randomly assigned to one of the three groups. An
analysis using hierarchical linear modeling showed Reading Recovery students
outperformed the comparison groups.
As part of the i3 scale-up of Reading Recovery, May and colleagues (2016)
conducted research with experimental, quasi-experimental, and mixed-methods designs.
A report discussed the findings on the effectiveness of Reading Recovery, and also
included the successes and obstacles of the i3 scale up. Findings showed impact on
students’ immediate literacy achievement, yet long-term outcomes when looking at 3rd
grade scores were inconclusive. The four-year average treatment effects ranged from .38
to .99 standard deviations for participating schools. These results were the largest
documented for a curricular intervention.
Sirinides, Gray, and May (2018) also reported findings on the i3 scale up to see if
the effectiveness of Reading Recovery reported in earlier studies could be replicated after
the national growth of the intervention. A multi-site randomized controlled trial with
6,888 students in 1,222 schools was completed. The study found significant effects on
student achievement over the course of the grant. Findings supported the successful
scaling up of Reading Recovery.
Discussion of Literature: Planning Cycle in Reading Recovery
The remaining review of the literature builds a case for the importance of lesson
records when planning for future instruction in Reading Recovery. To build this case, the
cyclical nature of planning is presented in Figure 2.1. The planning cycle begins during
the teacher-student interactions, which occur during one-on-one lessons. These
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interactions build a positive relationship thus helping the individual child become more
successful (Lyons, 2003). Through the relationship, the teacher is able to know the
child’s interests, strengths, and needs, and lessons are planned and executed accordingly.
Knowledge of the child supports the teacher’s ability to create a learning scaffold for the
child. A scaffold, as defined by Wood, Bruner, and Ross (1976), is when an adult
controls elements that are beyond the learner’s ability, allowing the individual to focus on
the elements that are within their “range of competence” (p. 90). As the cycle continues,
the child responds to strategically scaffolded instruction as the teacher makes close
observations of the child’s actions and records those behaviors on the lesson record.
After the lesson, the teacher then returns to the records and uses the information along
with knowledge of the child (built through the student-teacher relationship) to plan and
scaffold for the student, repeating the cycle of planning.
The remainder of this chapter is organized by the planning cycle as presented in
Figure 2.1, and will include a review of the literature on the three phases of the cycle:
student-teacher relationships, scaffolding, and record keeping.
Student-teacher relationships. To begin discussion of how teachers plan and use
lesson records, the relationship between child and the teacher must come first, because
the child is the center of instruction. The relationship between the teacher and child helps
create a foundation for learning as “emotion is the heart of learning and remembering”
(Lyons, 2003, p.70). A child’s teacher who taps into emotions through a formed bond is
better able to engage the student. Emotions affect working memory, short-term memory,
and long-term memory (Lyons, 2003). Positive emotions can free up the brain and
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facilitate working memory (Lyons, 2003) and children’s thinking and problem solving is
very dependent on positive experiences with others. The bond between students and
teachers can be a powerful tool when helping students who are struggling to learn.
In the following section, the student-teacher relationship will be discussed in three
parts: building the relationship, individualized instruction, and the benefits of strong
student-teacher relationships. When instruction begins, the teacher must work to build a
relationship with the child. During instruction, lessons are individualized according to
the child’s needs. After a strong student-teacher relationship has been built, the child
benefits in many ways.
Building the relationship. To start building the relationship, teachers create
opportunities to get to know the child and generate positive classroom experiences.
Lyons (2003) states, “We cannot prevent or stop the synergy of the emotional, cognitive,
and social forces while learning; but as teachers…we can create learning environments
that facilitate a positive synergy” (p.73). Well-structured, caring learning environments
where expectations are high, clear, and fair were more effective when engaging students
(Klem & Connell, 2004).
Further, teachers’ words can have long-lasting effects (Nielsen, 2011), so
relationships with students should be warm, trusting, and emotional (Baker, 2006; Hamre
& Pianta, 2001). Students view supportive and secure relationships with teachers as
important (Davis, 2001). With this in mind, teachers should work to “create a warm,
supportive interpersonal relationship with children” (Lyons, 2003, p.91).
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To build a relationship in Reading Recovery, teachers use beginning lessons as
time to get to know the children (Clay, 2016). During beginning lessons, teachers learn
about children’s interests, hobbies, personal preferences, family, and friends. Throughout
the series of lessons, teachers use and build on this knowledge about the child to
personalize instruction, make thoughtful book selections, participate in genuine
conversation, and develop writing topics around interests of the child (Clay, 2001). The
nature of the individualized instruction provided by the one-on-one settings helps to build
and support student-teacher relationships, which are part of the instructional planning
cycle.
Individualized instruction. By building the relationship a teacher is better
prepared to provide individualized instruction. An individualized teaching approach
focuses on a child’s specific needs and strengths, which in part is learned through the
student-teacher relationship. Key factors to individualized instruction include: strengths
instruction, one-on-one instruction, teacher responsibility, and teacher training.
Strengths instruction. Teaching from an individual’s strengths can be a powerful
factor as it is focused on what a child can do successfully. All students have strengths or
resources they can use. Brownlee (2010) concluded that even children with low
academic scores had many resources at their disposal. Consequently, strength-based
instruction could be helpful when working with students who have academic difficulties
(Jimerson, Sharkey, Nyborg, & Furlong, 2004).
Strengths are defined by theorists Rawana and Brownlee (2009) as “a set of
developed competencies and characteristics that is valued both by the individual and
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society and is embedded in culture” (p. 256). Strengths can be considered characteristics
or personality traits (e.g. talkative) or competencies (e.g. letter knowledge). For example,
life experiences can become a strength for students, as teachers are able to draw on
background knowledge and prior experiences during instruction (Lee & Neal, 1992).
Lee and Neal (1992) found that making a child aware of his strengths could help
him understand different strategies used during reading. Teachers may point out to
students what they already know and can do instead of focusing on what the student
cannot do. It is also important for students to be aware of their own strengths, so they are
better able to use them. Once individuals are able to realize their strengths, the strengths
become tools for problem solving, even when not directly related to the problem (Rawana
& Brownlee, 2009). While building on the child’s strengths can be productive, focusing
just on a child’s weaknesses can be counter-productive (Weick, Rapp, Sullivan, &
Kisthardt, 1989).
One-on-one instruction. When teachers meet with students one-on-one,
instruction becomes designed for the individual. One-on-one instruction provides the
most support and can be necessary for some students, especially in literacy (Pinnell et al.,
1994; Schwartz, et. al., 2012). Individualized instruction may be essential for children
who are at high risk because it enables teachers to adjust teaching and instruction to the
learner’s needs as they do not have several students’ needs to consider simultaneously
(Pinnell et al., 1994). Group size is an important factor when it comes to literacy
outcomes with the lowest-performing first grade students and the closer the ratio is to
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one-on-one the more likely children are to be successful (Schwartz, Schmitt, & Lose,
2012).
In order to individualize instruction, teachers must know their students’ strengths
and needs. The first 10 lessons of Reading Recovery, known as roaming around the
known, were purposefully created for teachers to get to know each child. The purpose of
roaming around the known is for the teacher to focus on and strengthen what the child
knows and what he can do. The purpose is also to dispel any preconceived notions (Clay,
2016). Once the child’s abilities are known, the Reading Recovery teacher can then
individualize lessons for the child. Clay (2016) states “The teacher designs each part of
every lesson to target the cutting edge of an individual’s learning” (p. 18). By selecting
the next crucial learning, the teacher adapts her instruction and provides opportunity for
the greatest potential of growth in the child’s learning.
Teacher responsibility. With individualized instruction having such possibility
for student growth, teachers have a great responsibility. Rodgers (1999) stated that
teachers are potentially responsible if a child does not succeed, since one-on-one tutoring
can provide powerful learning. In the past, it was believed that if a child did not learn, it
was because of difficulties beyond the teacher’s control. This view has changed
however, and the enormous influence a teacher can have on learning is now widely
recognized. Therefore, teachers must self-examine their practice and change to create the
ideal learning context for each student.
Reading Recovery supports teachers in how to examine their instruction within a
professional development model. As teachers attend professional development meetings

32

they are continually thinking about their own teaching through exercises like behind the
glass (where a teacher is observed teaching a child behind a one-way observation
window) and analyzing work samples and records of students’ progress. Teacher leaders
are also a resource. Reading Recovery teachers are told to consult their teacher leader.
Work closely with your Tutor/Teacher Leader with challenging children, even in
the first weeks of instruction. Notice the poor progress early. If you do not call
for help early there will not be enough time in Reading Recovery for this child to
become a successful reader (Clay, 2005b, p. 180).
Reading Recovery teachers must teach with urgency as they only have students for 12-20
weeks. Teachers have a responsibility to consistently reflect on their own teaching,
monitor progress of the individual to maintain accelerated growth, and reach out to their
respective teacher leaders when additional guidance is needed.
Teacher training. Teacher training is an important factor in a teacher’s ability to
teach in an individualized setting (Pinnell et al., 1994; Wasik & Slavin, 1993). Within
one-on-one tutoring programs, those teachers who had the most comprehensive models of
reading appeared to have larger impacts than programs that only address a few
components of reading (Wasik & Slavin, 1993). Certified teachers were also more
effective as tutors than paraprofessionals (Wasik & Slavin, 1993). For teachers to be
most effective, they must be highly trained and qualified.
Reading Recovery requires specialized training for all teachers (Clay, 2016). A
Reading Recovery teacher must be certified with a record of successful teaching
experience before being trained in yearlong college-level courses led by a Reading
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Recovery teacher leader. After the initial year of training, teachers continue to take part
in regular professional development (at least six times a year) with a teacher leader. This
ongoing professional development of Reading Recovery teachers supports continuous
teacher learning and student outcomes (RRCNA, 2017).
Benefits of strong student-teacher relationships. Students benefit in many ways
from strong student-teacher relationships. Strong student-teacher relationships could
support academic and behavioral changes in students (Baker, 2006; Hamre & Pianta,
2001; Klem & Connell, 2004). Children can also benefit socially from these types of
relationships. Academic, behavioral, and social benefits resulting from student-teacher
relationships will be highlighted below.
Academic benefits. Quality student-teacher relationships can increase student
academic performance (Hamre & Pianta, 2001; Klem & Connell, 2004). This increase
could be a result of students’ engagement with supportive teachers. Klem and Connell
(2004) stated that students in elementary school with supportive teachers were 89% more
likely to be engaged. Students who had high levels of self-reported engagement were
more likely to achieve high levels of academic performance and commitment. High
levels of engagement are associated with better attendance and test scores (Klem &
Connell, 2004). Students who are engaged participate in classroom learning more and
therefore have greater achievement than students who are not engaged (Klem & Connell,
2004).
Reading Recovery is designed to foster relationships in a one-on-one setting.
During the 12-20 week time frame, substantial growth is necessary for a child who begins
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far below his peers in reading and by the end is ideally able to read at the same level as
his peers. In order to support this accelerated growth, the relationship between student
and teacher can be a vital tool used to increase academic progress.
Behavioral benefits. Student-teacher relationships are predictors not only for
academic outcomes, but also behavioral outcomes (Hamre & Pianta, 2001; Baker, 2006).
If children with developmental weaknesses in terms of school adjustment and academic
outcomes had close teacher relationships, they had more advantages over peers who
lacked such relationships. Children with behavioral problems typically have poorer
school outcomes (Baker, 2006), but high-quality relationships seem to act as a defense by
providing children with support for socio-emotional and behavioral development
(O’Conner, Dearing, & Collins, 2011). These relationships also seem to “disrupt
associations between internalizing behavior problems in early and middle childhood”
(O’Conner et al., 2011, p. 145). Internalizing behaviors, like social withdrawal and
depressive symptoms, could be prevented from developing into long-term behavior
problems if children form strong relationships during the early childhood years. Highquality student-teacher relationships also predict low levels of externalizing behaviors,
like impulsiveness, over-activeness, or aggression. Therefore, student-teacher
relationships may help with both emotional and behavioral self-regulation.
Reading Recovery lessons are structured into 30 minutes lessons (Clay, 2016) and
students quickly move from one part of the lesson to the next. This structure works to the
child’s advantage by minimizing negative behaviors while keeping him engaged. Since
Reading Recovery lessons are designed for individuals, the level of task difficulty should
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“ensure high rates of correct responding plus appropriate challenge” (Clay, 2001).
Ideally, this full engagement would decrease negative behaviors, as the child’s mind is
busy with the task at hand. If the teacher’s lessons are planned and paced appropriately,
students are required to engage fully while working to complete the task.
Social benefits. The student-teacher relationship also predicts how well a child
works with others (Hamre & Pianta, 2001). Gallagher, Kainz, Vernon-Feagans, & White
(2013) stated, “As children develop relationships with caring adults, they construct ideas
about self and relationships that guide them in interactions with other people and help
them navigate challenges of new learning” (p. 520). In student-teacher relationships,
each member plays a dynamic role (Davis, 2001). Teachers and students both work to
balance their role in the relationship and have autonomy while working together to solve
problems. Birch and Ladd (1997) discovered that students with a close relationship to a
teacher feel more comfortable using the teacher as a source of support. This support may
benefit classroom-learning activities, as the child is comfortable enough to ask questions
and seek additional help.
Reading Recovery works to build independence in students. For students to
discontinue, or successfully complete the Reading Recovery intervention, they must be
able to exhibit independent reading behaviors equal to or better than their peers. The
behaviors include strategic reading actions that assist children at the point of difficulty
while reading and writing. Examples of strategic reading actions include: monitoring,
self-correcting, cross-checking, and using several sources of information while problem
solving in texts (Clay, 2016). At the beginning of lessons, teachers support students’ use

36

of these reading behaviors, but as lessons progress, students are responsible for taking on
these strategies and using them flexibly and independently while reading and writing.
Reading Recovery teachers play an integral role in their students’ formative years
through the relationships they build. Reading Recovery focuses on the lowest performing
readers in first grade, building strong relationships in the one-on-one setting, which
benefits each child greatly. Children’s early elementary relationships with their teachers
are important as they can predict school successes such as grades and positive behaviors
(Hamre & Pianta, 2001). Close relationships can also positively influence the trajectory
of school for at-risk students (Baker, 2006).
Scaffolding. Scaffolding, the next phase in the instructional cycle (see Figure
2.1) uses the information gained from the first phase, student-teacher relationship to
inform instruction including the level of support provided. Information must be presented
at the child’s individual level if he is to understand it. To support growth, material should
be scaffolded for the child, providing support from a more knowledgeable other
(Vygotsky, 1978). Scaffolding is used by teachers as a metaphor. Just as a construction
worker is supported by scaffolding, scaffolded instruction can be used to support a
student. Scaffolding is defined by Wood, Bruner, and Ross (1976) as a:
process that enables a child or novice to solve a problem, carry out a task or
achieve a goal, which would be beyond his unassisted efforts. This scaffolding
consists essentially of the adult “controlling” those elements of the task that are
initially beyond the learner’s capacity, thus permitting him to concentrate upon
and complete only those elements that are within his range of competence. (p. 90)
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The social interaction that supports children’s abilities to work on a level where
they may not have full control is what Vygotsky (1978) called the “zone of proximal
development.” The zone of proximal development is defined as “the distance between
actual development level as determined by independent problem solving and the level of
potential development as determined through problem solving under adult guidance or in
collaboration with more capable peers” (Vygotsky, p.86). The child cannot complete a
task alone as it is just beyond their ability, but with support of one who has more
knowledge, the child is able to complete the task. Interactions within the zone of
proximal development are critical, and opportunities for further learning are created by
working just beyond the child’s actual development (Pinnell et al., 1994). While
teaching, scaffolds are provided for students within their zone of proximal development
as a form of support. This section will discuss scaffolding in two ways: teaching and
teacher support.
Teaching. When teaching, the teacher must continually lift the scaffold to
provide instruction within a child’s zone of proximal development. This constant lift is
often referred to as contingent teaching (Wood & Wood, 1996). Contingent teaching can
be seen as the balance that teachers create when they “give more help when the learner
gets into difficulty, and offer less help as they gain in proficiency” (Wood & Wood,
1996, p.7). Even though the guidelines of contingent teaching seem simple, Wood and
Wood (1996) argue that they are hard to maintain. Face-to-face teaching is almost never
maximally contingent, yet less than fully contingent instruction is still enough for
children to learn (Rodgers, D’Agostino, Harmey, Kelly, & Brownfield, 2016). As the
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teacher makes decisions about what to teach next in response to a child’s actions, the
teacher’s decision-making process is called domain contingency (Wood & Wood, 1996,
p.7). Because of learner actions, the teacher, at times, may need to abandon her own
teaching intentions and offer help in relation to what the learner is attempting to do.
Domain contingency requires the teacher to be flexible enough to change plans in the
moment (Wood & Wood, 1996).
As more reading curricula are released with completely assembled and scripted
lessons, teachers become more dependent on the materials and potentially less capable of
contingent teaching. The complex decision-making involved in contingent teaching must
be taught (DeFord, 2013). Reading Recovery encourages contingent teaching by not
having a lesson sequence and by training teachers to adjust “expectations and interactions
over time according to the progress of each learner” (Clay, 2016, p.44). Reading
Recovery teachers attend ongoing professional development to continually refine their
practice and adjust instruction for the “fine-grained learning needs of a particular
individual at a particular time” (Clay, 2001, p.232).
In Reading Recovery, scaffolds are built for students in daily lesson planning and
moment-to-moment decisions made by the teacher. The reader is constantly learning
through experiences in the classroom, at home, and in Reading Recovery lessons.
Therefore, instruction is constantly changed and lifted to meet the child within his zone
of proximal development. Clay (2001) describes how teachers support learning in the
zone of proximal development for students as “A new hurdle may be encountered at any
time, probably requiring innovative scaffolding by the teacher who failed to anticipate it
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but then quickly provided for it” (p. 221). As the child is growing and learning, the
teacher is prepared to react to the student making in-the-moment decisions to continually
lift the learning scaffold. For struggling readers, learning must be at an increased rate as
they strive to catch up to their more capable peers.
Wood and Wood (1999) reason that although the definition of contingent teaching
seems to place importance on what the teacher does, “the achievement of contingent
tutoring is in reality an emergent property of the interactions between tutor and learner”
(p.154). Both student and teacher are focusing on the task at hand, working to solve the
problem, and holding a mutual understanding. The teacher and the student interact with
each other, working together to reach the goal of the task (Wood & Wood, 1999). The
child could not perform this interaction alone and therefore mutual participation is needed
to problem solve. At times within this relationship there can be conflict,
misunderstanding, and/or renegotiating (Hoogesterder, Maier, & Elbers, 1996). Each
type of interaction offers rich experiences and opportunities for learning.
Mutual participation is negotiated during one-on-one instruction in Reading
Recovery. The relationship between the student and teacher, which was discussed
earlier, helps support strong social interactions like prompting. Clay (2016) defines a
prompt as “a call for action to do something within the child’s control” (p. 36). A teacher
will use a prompt to strategically scaffold during lessons in many ways. If a child is
reading, for example, and comes to a difficult word a teacher may prompt the child to
attend to something specific (Clay, 2016). Prompts allow teachers to support students in
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such a way that draws the child’s attention to particular aspects of text, thus providing
contingent teaching.
Teacher support. Another aspect of scaffolding is the support teachers provide.
Rodgers (2004) noticed that teachers used telling, directing, demonstrating, and
questioning to help students. Teacher actions were found to be non-sequential, as
teachers did not always give the most help first and then gradually decrease the support.
Instead, teachers adapted their support, possibly starting with directing and then
demonstrating later in lessons. Rodgers (2004) states “A feature of effective tutoring…is
deciding what to work on and what to ignore” (p. 526). Teachers make instructional
decisions about what to focus on, what to leave out, and what type of help to provide.
These decisions are made during planning, mid-lesson, and sometimes in the moment.
One example of being in the midst of a lesson is when a child makes an error and the
teacher must decide whether attention should be given to the error or not. Rodgers and
her colleagues (2016) found that Reading Recovery teachers with higher outcomes were
more likely to prompt students on sources of information that were being neglected than
those teachers with lower outcomes. Teachers provide support to promote autonomy and
also support learning (Wood & Middleton, 1975) and modulating the amount of support
results in student success.
Reading Recovery aims to provide varying levels of support during lessons. This
varying support is known as a scale of teacher help (Clay, 2016). The scale of teacher
help is provided as a reference for instruction. The scale is a list of six actions a teacher
can take to assist a child’s problem solving while reading. The teacher moves down the
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scale from least help—“Let the child solve the word independently” (p. 152)—to most
help—“The teacher might construct part of the word making it larger in some grand
manner” (p. 152). The scale of teacher help aids the teacher’s instructional decisions
about the level of help to provide a child as well as tracking what level has been provided
to a child previously.
Rodgers (2004) also discovered errors made by students provide chances for
teachers to scaffold. These errors allow opportunities for the teacher and student to work
together to problem solve. If texts read by students are too easy, the accuracy rate is
close to 100% and as a result fewer opportunities to scaffold learning arise. On the other
hand, too many errors become counterproductive as the “student’s engagement and
contribution to the problem solving would likely diminish” (p. 526). Therefore, tasks
must be structured appropriately to bring about opportunities for errors and subsequent
scaffolding.
Reading Recovery teachers strive to provide opportunities for students during the
lesson that build to the final component, which is the reading of a new book. At the end
of each lesson, a new book is introduced to and read by the child. New books are
strategically selected to provide opportunities each day to support new learning. With the
new book, the child is presented opportunities to problem solve with text on their
instructional level. The child and teacher, through scaffolding, work together to solve the
challenges presented in the text (Clay, 2016). During this portion of the Reading
Recovery lesson, teachers use contingent teaching to support students’ learning.
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Interactions between teacher and student become important as both are working toward a
goal (Rodgers et. al. 2016; Wood & Wood, 1999).
In the subsequent lesson, the new book is re-read by the child independently,
allowing the teacher to see what learning the child has taken on for himself. As the child
reads, a running record (a record of oral reading behavior) is taken. During a running
record, teachers are limited in the support they give to students. Teachers should only
provide the word if a child appeals or stops actively working to solve the word. By
limiting the support from the teacher, the child is provided an opportunity to make errors
and problem solve on his own. Teachers are then able to use the child’s problem-solving
attempts during the running record to appropriately plan future instruction.
Record keeping. The instructional cycle (see Figure 2.1) continues on to the next
phase as teachers keep records of instruction. During lessons, Reading Recovery teachers
keep records of their close observations of children. Rhodes and Nathenson-Mejia
(1992) support observations because “observations of students in the process of everyday
reading and writing allow teachers to see for themselves the reading and writing and
problem-solving strategies students use and their responses to reading and writing” (p.
502). Teachers observe students as they read and write and in the midst of the lesson
scribe observations for later analysis. As teachers are balancing observation, teaching,
and recording, “There must be times when the teacher stops teaching and becomes an
observer, a time when she must drop all her presuppositions about a child, and when she
listens very carefully and records very precisely what the particular child can in fact do”
(Clay, 2016, p. 12). To discuss how Reading Recovery teachers use record keeping the
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following section will be broken into four parts: observing students, running records,
lesson records, and informing future instruction.
Observing students. In order to record accurately, a teacher must first observe the
student. Observing students is a complex activity as students are dynamic and
unpredictable. According to Benetou (2015), “The observer needs to watch what the
children are doing and how they are doing it. The observer needs to record the details of
their actions and what happened before and after the behavior” (p. 175). This close
attention to detail may help teachers evaluate students by trying to avoid inferences and
evaluations based on personal views and interpretations (Benetou, 2015).
Oguz & Yurumezoglu (2007) stress the importance of systematic observations in
science. Systematic observations were found to be beneficial when gathering evidence,
organizing ideas, and proposing explanations. Close observations are also important
when focusing on the science of human behavior and, more specifically, reading (Clay,
2001). Reading teachers must observe student actions closely, gather information about
what the child does, organize findings in records, look for patterns, and propose
explanations for the student’s actions. These observation methods are useful in the
moment for teachers as they direct the teacher’s attention to precisely what needs to be
taught (Clay, 2005a).
The close observations teachers make in Reading Recovery during daily lessons
are referred to as an unusual lens. Clay refers to the unusual lens as “any observational
or research methodology which gathers detailed data on changes in the literacy
behaviours of young children as they learn to read and write continuous texts over a
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period of time” (Clay, 2001, p. 42). Teachers are responsible for observing students
closely, recording behaviors, and tracking changes in the students’ behavior on records.
In Reading Recovery, teachers use several forms to track student progress. Two primary
forms are completed for every child during lessons: the running record (see Appendix A)
and the lesson record (see Appendix B).
A running record is a record of student’s oral reading of a text. As the student
reads a text, the teacher creates a record of his oral reading. When the record is complete,
it can be analyzed in many ways including: error ratios, self-correction rates, and
accuracy rates. Examining the errors and self-corrections made by a student can be
helpful as the teacher designs individualized instruction.
The lesson record form for Reading Recovery teachers can be found in Literacy
Lessons Designed for Individuals (Clay, 2016). On the daily lesson record sheet, there
are eight main sections which correspond with the components of the lesson: (a) familiar
reading, (b) new text, (c) strategic activities on text (observed and prompted), (d) letter
work, breaking, word work, and analysis, (e) message composed, (f) constructing words/
gaining fluency, (g) cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing, and (h)
comments on any part of the lesson (or comment section). Teachers use the lesson record
“to closely record and engineer the shifts in the child’s responding” (Clay, 2016, p. 21).
While analyzing both the running record and the lesson record, Reading Recovery
teachers look for patterns in the children’s behavior while reading and writing. These
patterns help to inform teaching and assist in providing instruction in a student’s zone of
proximal development. Patterns of reading behavior can play an important role in

45

informing teaching, especially when tracking a child’s literacy processing problems
(Estice, 1997).
Below, both the running record and lesson record will be discussed in light of
research findings. Running records have been widely researched as they are a commonly
used and accepted form of reading assessment (Bean, Cassidy, Grumer, Shelton, &
Wallis, 2002; Fawson et. al., 2006). Lesson records, on the other hand, have had very
little research conducted on them. Even though lesson records are used daily and are an
established part of the Reading Recovery intervention, they are not used outside of
Reading Recovery. Presumably, the use of this form being limited to only Reading
Recovery teachers may be the explanation for the gap in research.
Running records. Running records are productive ways to collect data about
accuracy and self-correction rates, monitor students’ growth, and inform teaching and
have been shown to improve achievement in reading (Ross, 2004). Running records can
be used as a formative assessment (occurring during instruction) to guide progress
monitoring. Currently, most schools are requiring progress-monitoring as a means of
tracking students who display learning difficulties. Running records can show a student’s
increase in reading level and can provide a good diagnostic indicator of student growth
over a series of records. While standardized assessments do show progress and are used
to track student growth, they often do not show the complete picture needed for students
who are struggling. Running records were found to fill this need and support diagnostic
planning (Goetze & Burkett, 2010).
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To take a running record, teachers code students’ oral reading word-by-word to
capture exactly what is read as well as the strategic actions taken while reading
continuous text. Clay (2005a) stated running records “can judge what the reader already
knows, what the reader attended to, and what the reader overlooked…This kind of
information allows teachers to prompt, support and challenge individual learners” (p. 50).
Running records give the teacher information about the child’s reading, which allows the
teacher to start from existing student strengths and subsequently build a better scaffold to
assist new learning. Fried (2013) stresses that “The analysis of running records should
have a major impact on the teaching decisions the teacher makes while responding to and
helping extend the beginning readers’ literacy learning” (p. 5). Jones (2011) presented
several knowledge sources from a running record that can impact teaching decisions,
including (a) children’s situated knowledge, (b) the relationship between children’s
knowledge of oral language and reading, (c) reading strategies used by children, and (d)
children’s knowledge and use of text structure.
Kaye and Dyke (2012) encourage Reading Recovery teachers to continue to
adjust teaching decisions based on the evidence found in the running record. When a
teacher takes a running record, all reading behaviors are recorded. The teacher is then
able to analyze each behavior while the record is being interpreted. When a teacher is
considering all behaviors and thinks about the child’s problem solving, the teacher is
forming a hypothesis about the child’s literacy processing.
Kaye and Dyke (2012) also present steps that Reading Recovery teachers use as
they are analyzing running records:
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The first step in running record analysis is examining the kinds of information
readers used in their errors. Very early in children’s lesson series, we discover
which sources of information they are beginning to use or notice. Later, analysis
reveals whether they use sources of information flexibly and strategically in order
to get meaning from the text (Johnson, 1997). Analyzing self-corrections is also
important because these behaviors indicate how children have monitored their
reading and searched for additional information to make the correction (Clay,
2001, 2016). When interpreting running records, we look at the overall pattern of
responses and consider information used and neglected. Then we write a
statement in the upper portion of the record to summarize the information used
and neglected in errors and self-corrections. These summary statements, along
with comments made on the records and notes about how the reading sounded,
guide subsequent teaching. (p. 11)
Clay (1979) argued that teachers needed to look beyond a single, short assessment
to test for the acquisition of reading. She further stated that “Children move into reading
by different tracks and early assessments must be wide-ranging” (p. 3). Clay later makes
the argument that observational data could be used if the observations were as reliable as
test data. Running records have high reliability (Clay, 1979) and are included in Reading
Recovery as a daily assessment of students’ reading. More recent research conducted by
Fawson and colleagues (2006) found that running records were reliable when using the
average of three assessments. As Reading Recovery teachers take running records daily,
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the frequency could support a teacher’s ability to average assessment scores and use the
information to maintain an accurate picture of the child’s abilities and progress.
Lesson records. Another record that is kept daily by Reading Recovery teachers
is the lesson record. The lesson record is a blank form, which complements the structure
of the daily lesson. The lesson record’s eight headings include (a) familiar reading, (b)
new text, (c) strategic activities on text (observed and prompted), (d) letter work,
breaking, word work, and analysis, (e) message composed, (f) constructing words/gaining
fluency, (g) cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing, and (h) comments on
any part of the lesson (or the comment section).
Teachers use the lesson record to anecdotally record close observations of student
behavior before, during, and after the Reading Recovery lesson. Lesson records are a
formative assessment and can also be considered a documentary assessment. Due to the
lack of existing literature on Reading Recovery lesson records this section includes
research on anecdotal records and documentary assessments to inform the way Reading
Recovery lesson records may be used.
Anecdotal records. Anecdotal records are open-ended notes that allow teachers to
record details about observations. Anecdotal records are recommended to be descriptions
of the student’s performance, and records should include a description of what the student
did or said. Records should include a range of behaviors in order to show a complete
picture of the student. Notes should be taken as soon as possible because recalling
specific events becomes more difficult over time (Liberto, Roncher, & Shellenbarger,
1999). The more focused the observational records, the more helpful they are in making
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daily instructional decisions (Boyd-Batstone, 2004). Anecdotal records provide a factual
and descriptive account of observed behaviors, thus providing valuable information
(Liberto et al., 1999).
Further, anecdotal records are “a powerful tool for collecting information on an
ongoing basis during reading and writing” (Rhodes & Nathenson-Mejia, 1992, p. 508).
As these records are taken, teachers can identify both student strengths and academic
needs. With this knowledge, appropriate teaching strategies can be provided for the
learner. Liberto, Roncher, & Shellenbarger (1999) found anecdotal records useful when
making interpretations about performance, identifying reoccurring patterns over time, and
tracking progress. Teachers can also use anecdotal records to assess their method of
instruction and make changes, thus improving the effectiveness of the program.
Gibson (2010) suggests daily anecdotal record keeping in Reading Recovery as an
important component of teachers’ ongoing learning. Gibson (2010) claimed “Engaging
in a reflective cycle of systematic observation of teaching moves and student responses
leads to goal setting and feedback, and it improves teachers’ understanding that teaching
decisions make a difference” (p.31). Explicit anecdotal records provide teachers with
evidence of their teaching strategies and how the child responded. These records create
an archive of teaching decisions and actions.
Documentary assessments. Documentary assessments are a type of anecdotal
record that document learning over time. Documenting what a child is doing while he is
actually reading and writing enables teachers to identify what the child knows and what
he is able to do. In the midst of regular instruction, documentary assessments track
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teacher’s observations, recordings, and analysis. Casbergue (2010) argues,
“Documentary assessments hold the greatest promise for helping educators to connect
assessment to meaningful instruction that addresses the development and learning of the
whole child” (p. 18).
Early literacy assessments are formative in nature as they work to communicate
progress and improve instruction. Johnston and Rogers (2001) make the argument that
“early interventions should be based on detailed documentation across contexts” (p.386).
Teachers should document children’s development as sensitive observers and listeners.
The lesson record helps teachers to reflect on the lesson after it is over, but teachers also
make in-the-moment decisions during the lesson. As the teacher observes, she instantly
responds to the student as the reading process is happening for the individual (Stewart,
1990). These in-the-moment decisions are also recorded on the lesson record.
Reading Recovery uses situated assessments, or assessments occurring in the
context of the task (Casbergue, 2010), in the form of the lesson record. Situated
assessments have the potential to positively affect teaching and learning (Casbergue,
2010) as recording student and teacher actions can be vital when making future
instructional decisions for the student. These decisions become especially important for
Reading Recovery teachers as they are working to accelerate progress with their students
who are in the bottom 20% of readers in their class (Clay, 2016).
Informing future instruction. Record keeping and close observations can inform
future instruction (Sloane, 2004). Observations of individual children are necessary for
“providing the information needed to design sound instruction” (Clay, 2005a, p.11).
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When determining specific instructional strategies needed for helping a child, the most
important step is understanding the child’s behavior and knowledge (O’Conner, Dearing,
& Collins, 2011). Data gained from systematic observations can be used as an
assessment tool to monitor and evaluate student growth (Oguz & Yurumezoglu, 2007).
O’Conner, Dearing, and Collins (2011) stated “Sensitive observations can provide the
teacher with the information necessary to make appropriate instructional decisions” (p.
437).
Teachers should use keen observations to track student responses to their
instruction in order to evaluate student performance (Liberto, Roncher, & Shellenbarger,
1999). It is “the teacher’s responsibility to determine whether current teaching methods
lead to student learning and to make appropriate adjustments so that learning
opportunities are increased” (Wandzilak & Mortensen, 1988, p.114). Teachers are
responsible for adjusting instruction to increase learning opportunities for students
(Wandzilak & Mortensen, 1988). Further, Sloane (2004) suggests a teaching cycle where
teachers can adapt their future instruction to meet a student’s needs. The cycle begins
with setting goals, moves onto working to accomplish those goals, and then to making
plans to further learning. Observations become key in this cycle as they track if the goal
was met and how future instruction may be tailored. In Reading Recovery, running
records and lesson records are forms of observation that assist teachers in planning future
instruction and tracking if instructional goals are met.
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Chapter Summary
Through this literature review, the case has been built for the importance of lesson
records during Reading Recovery instruction. In terms of Reading Recovery, the lesson
record becomes vital for teachers to record, track, and plan for future instruction. The
lesson record is flexible enough for teachers to personalize the lesson record, as it
provides only headings and blank spaces for teachers to utilize. Although the lesson
record has a simple format, the lesson record has a clear purpose to support teachers’
instruction and planning in Reading Recovery.
As the teacher guides the individual learner every day, new learning is taking
place and contingent teaching becomes prevalent. Teachers “must pay close attention to
the rapid day-to-day changes over time in children’s ways of processing information in
print” (Clay, 2001, p. 219). In each lesson, changes to instruction need to be made to
support the child’s growing knowledge. As the student is taking on more knowledge, the
teacher “can scaffold the task minimally or extensively or anywhere in-between. What
began…gradually changes to a cycle of interacting competencies for most children, and
teachers, noticing the shifts, enter them into their records” (Clay, 2001, p. 234). With
close observation and strategic planning, rapid progress can be made, which is exactly
what low performing readers in Reading Recovery need in order to catch up to their
peers.
Given the significance of the lesson record as a part of the Reading Recovery
intervention, it is surprising to note that little research has been done on the record itself.
This gap in research leaves many questions to be answered about lesson records. The
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following questions have been designed to begin to look at how teachers use and value
their lesson records. The following questions will guide this dissertation:
1. What do teachers report as most useful and least useful when completing daily
lesson records?
2. What do teachers report as most valuable and least valuable when completing
daily lesson records?
3. Do teachers report that their use of lesson records changes over the beginning,
middle, and end of a lesson series?
4. Are factors such as years of experience and discontinuing rates associated
with teachers’ use of lesson records?
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY
This study used survey methodology and was designed to gather descriptive data
(Tanner, 2002) about Reading Recovery teachers’ use and value of lesson records.
Reading Recovery teachers work with four individual students in first grade for 30
minutes everyday for a period of 12-20 weeks and complete a lesson record each lesson.
In order to teach Reading Recovery, one must participate in yearlong training and attend
ongoing professional development sessions facilitated by a Reading Recovery teacher
leader throughout the academic year. For this study, all Reading Recovery teachers in a
southeastern state who had already completed training and were not teacher leaders were
invited to participate in the survey.
To begin, the researcher sent an email with the survey link to the teacher leaders.
The teacher leaders in turn disseminated the email surveys to all 215 Reading Recovery
teachers in the state, creating a saturation sample (Sue & Ritter, 2012). The survey was
administered using Qualtrics, an online survey platform (See Appendix C for the survey).
After initial data analyses of the survey responses from the 150 participants who
completed the survey, debriefing interviews were conducted with 10 volunteers.
Participant dialogues from the interviews were used to add clarity to the survey findings.
This chapter will discuss the methodology used in the study and will be separated
into the following sections: participants and demographic data, survey development,
soliciting participation and disseminating the survey, data analysis, and chapter summary.
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Participants and Demographic Data
The population of this study was trained Reading Recovery teachers in a
southeastern state (excluding teacher leaders and those teachers in their initial year
Reading Recovery training). The survey was distributed by Reading Recovery teacher
leaders to 215 Reading Recovery teachers. Of the 215 Reading Recovery teachers who
were invited 174 teachers began the survey and 160 teachers completed the entire survey.
The 160 participants were then sorted by their response to item 18 on the survey, which
asked, “What is your current role? Reading Recovery teacher in training, Reading
Recovery teacher, Reading Recovery teacher leader in training, or Reading Recovery
teacher leader.” Seven teachers in training and three teacher leaders were removed,
leaving the sample 150 participants. One teacher leader in training was included in the
sample because she wasn’t considered a teacher leader at the time, and her training was
equal to a trained Reading Recovery teacher.
Years experience in Reading Recovery. The majority of teachers (58.1%) who
responded had 1-5 years experience in Reading Recovery. The high percentage of
teachers with 1-5 years experience could be due not only to teacher turnover, but also to
an increase of teachers being trained in Reading Recovery. In 2010, Ohio State
University was awarded an Investing in Innovation (i3) grant in partnership with 19
Reading Recovery training centers to increase training across the United States over 5
years (RRCNA). The training site in the surveyed state received a sub-award and used
the grant money to increase the number of trained Reading Recovery teachers, resulting
in a large number of teachers with 1-5 years experience. Teachers who had 6-10 years of
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experience comprised 21.6%, 11-15 years made up 7.4%, 16-20 years made up 5.4%, 2125 years made up 6.8%, and 26 or more years made up 0.7% of the population of
respondents (see Table 3.1).
Discontinuing rates. The discontinuing rate was a teacher’s percentage of
students who successfully completed the intervention the previous year. Discontinuing
rates were calculated from teachers’ responses to items 21 and 22 on the survey. Item 21
asked “How many Reading Recovery students did you serve last year?” Item 22 asked
“How many of those students successfully discontinued Reading Recovery?” To
calculate the discontinuing rate for the teacher’s previous year, the number of students
who successfully discontinued was divided by the total number of students served.
Of teachers surveyed, 30% had discontinuing rates between 81-100%, 40% of
teachers had discontinuing rates between 61-80%, 9% had discontinuing rates between
41-60%, and 14% had discontinuing rates between 20-40% (see Table 3.1). When
compared to the national discontinuing rate of 56% (RRCNA national report 2015-2016),
this sample was higher with 65%. (These averages include all children who were served;
not only those who received an entire intervention, but also those who received partial
intervention due to school end date.) Several factors may have impacted a higher
discontinuing rate in the sample population. First, the studied state generally had a higher
discontinuing rate than the national average annually. Second, teachers who took the
time to participate in the survey may have been more likely to be teachers who had higher
discontinuing rates.
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Table 3.1
Participant Information Used in Data Analysis
Demographics
Years in RR
1-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-25
26+

Number of Teachers
86
32
11
8
10
1
Total 148

Percentage
58.1 %
21.6 %
7.4 %
5.4 %
6.8 %
0.7 %

Discontinuing Rates
20-40%
41-60%
61-80%
81-100%

20
13.8 %
13
9.0 %
68
46.9 %
44
30.3 %
Total 145
Note. Based on self-report of teachers. Some responses to the survey items were
incomplete, inappropriate for the question, or an extreme outlier.
Teacher leaders. Within the researched southeastern state, there were 17 teacher
leaders. Teacher leaders collaborate with Reading Recovery teachers within the district
in which they are employed, but can also serve more than one district due to district size
and funding. Two teacher leaders combined their trainings and professional development
sessions due to their small number of teachers. These two teacher leaders were combined
to represent teacher leader K. Consequently, participants were divided into 16 groups
according to their teacher leader (see Table 3.2).
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Table 3.2
Teacher Leader Groups
Teacher Leader
Teachers
Percentage (n=149)
Teacher Leader A
8
5.0%
Teacher Leader B
5
3.4 %
Teacher Leader C
5
3.4 %
Teacher Leader D
16
10.7 %
Teacher Leader E
3
2.0 %
Teacher Leader F
13
8.7 %
Teacher Leader G
10
6.7 %
Teacher Leader H
10
6.7 %
Teacher Leader I
10
6.7 %
Teacher Leader J
10
6.7 %
Teacher Leader K
6
4.0 %
Teacher Leader L
7
4.7 %
Teacher Leader M
6
4.0 %
Teacher Leader N
20
13.4 %
Teacher Leader O
13
8.7 %
Teacher Leader P
7
4.7 %
Total
149
Note. Based on the responses from 149 participants. One teacher did not respond with a
name to the survey item.
Survey Development
A survey instrument was used to investigate Reading Recovery teachers’ use and
value of lesson records. A literature review, presented in the previous chapter, was
conducted to describe the importance lesson records hold in a teacher’s instruction in
Reading Recovery. Lesson records are a vital part of a Reading Recovery teacher’s
planning, yet a gap in research exists when examining teacher’s use and value of their
lesson records. Therefore, the following research questions guided this study:
1. What do teachers report as most useful and least useful when completing daily
lesson records?
2. What do teachers report as most valuable and least valuable when completing
daily lesson records?
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3. Do teachers report that their use of lesson records changes over the beginning,
middle, and end of a lesson series?
4. Are factors such as years of experience and discontinuing rates associated with
teachers’ use of lesson records?
From these guiding questions, a survey was developed. Survey items were created to
reflect teachers’ use and value of their lesson records. Response types such as: likert
scales (ranged from 1 [not at all] to 5 [extremely]), ranking (1-3), yes/no, categorical
(multiple choice), and open-ended were used. See Appendix C for the survey. In Table
3.3, each survey item is listed with the corresponding variable of interest (use or value),
response type (e.g. open-ended), and aligned research question (1-4). Demographic
information was asked at the end of the survey to answer research question 4 and
included items such as years of experience and discontinuing rates.
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Table 3.3
Reading Recovery (RR) Survey Variables of Interest
Item
1
2
3
4
5
6
7-9
10-12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

Variable of Interest
Value
Use
Use
Value
Use
Use
Use
Use
Value
Use
Use
Use
Use
Demographic Information
Role
Years in RR
# of students served
# of students discontinued
# of first grades
# of RR teachers
Follow up interview

Response Type
Likert Scale
Likert Scale
Yes/No
Ranking
Categorical
Categorical
Ranking
Categorical
Ranking
Yes/No
Categorical
Yes/No
Open-ended
Categorical
Numerological
Numerological
Numerological
Numerological
Numerological
Open-ended

Research
Questions
2,4
1,4
1
2,4
1,4
1,4
3
1,4
3
1,4
1,4
1,4
1
4
4
4
1,2,3,4

Expert review. After the researcher finalized the initial survey, experts were
identified and asked to review and revise the survey. The survey was first taken to a
panel of four literacy experts involved in early literacy education. The panel of experts
looked at the survey for clarity, brevity, grammatical errors, and content. Edits were
made to the survey from their suggestions.
Next, individual meetings were set with three Reading Recovery experts.
Individual meetings were planned according to the experts’ schedules. As each expert
was chosen for their level of experience (12, 21, and 22 years) and respect in the field of
Reading Recovery, they were also extremely busy with commitments to Reading
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Recovery and their school districts. Therefore, the researcher traveled to each expert’s
work location during a convenient time (either during planning or after school). At each
meeting, the consultant would first complete the survey on paper. Then, the expert and
researcher would discuss each question for content and clarity. Revisions to the survey
were made after each meeting, and the next expert would then review the newest version.
After three rounds of revisions with the individual experts, the survey was examined
again by the researcher in regards to initial research questions. The survey was then
finalized and entered into Qualtrics, an online survey platform, with consideration as to
how the survey would appear to the participant (Sue & Ritter, 2012). Qualtrics was
chosen for its ease of use for both the participants and the researcher.
Pilot study. To begin survey distribution, snowball sampling or “chain referral
sampling” (Biernacki & Waldorf, 1981, p. 141) was used. This involved emailing two
teacher leaders (one in a midwest state and one in a southeastern state) and requesting
their help in contacting or recommending Reading Recovery teachers to complete the
survey. A teacher leader in the midwest state provided email addresses for 16 Reading
Recovery teachers. Surveys were emailed directly to the Reading Recovery teachers in
this area, and nine teachers completed the survey. The teacher leader in the southeastern
state emailed her Reading Recovery teachers to recruit willing participants. An
anonymous link to the survey was sent to the teacher leader and forwarded to 19
volunteer Reading Recovery teachers, and 17 teachers subsequently completed the
survey. Of the 26 teachers who took the survey, one did not give consent and three did
not complete the survey. Consequently, data from these four participants were removed
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from the data set. In the end, 22 Reading Recovery teachers (16 from a midwest state
and six from a southeastern state) gave consent and completed the online survey to the
end. Teachers took an average of 24 minutes to complete the survey. After completing
the online survey, the 26 participants were mailed a book ($4.50 value) as a thank you.
When participants had finished the survey, an analysis was completed according
to the type of response and how best to interpret the data. Based on the results, changes
were made to the survey instrument. For example, one question asked teachers to
complete two different tasks within one question. In the revision, teachers were only
asked to complete one task for each question. Changes made to the survey involved
clarifying several questions and separating multi-step items into different survey
questions. One new question was also added to the survey asking teachers to identify
their teacher leader. The final survey included 24 items. See Appendix C for the final
survey.
Soliciting Participation and Disseminating the Survey
The population of this study was Reading Recovery teachers in a southeastern
state. The survey was administered online for easy distribution over a large geographic
area (Sue & Ritter, 2012). An online survey was also chosen for faster turnaround times,
decreased data entry errors, and increased anonymity when answering questions that may
have a socially-desired response (Sue & Ritter, 2012).
To begin recruitment, teacher leaders were approached at a regional Reading
Recovery conference where teacher leaders met for professional development in January
2017. In a meeting at the conference, teacher leaders were informed of the survey,
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instructed about how the survey would be distributed (an email link was sent to each
teacher leader, who then emailed the link and information about the survey to each
teacher), and issued books to give teachers who completed the survey (pre-counted and
boxed for each teacher leader). Teacher leaders were then asked to distribute the survey
link to their Reading Recovery teachers. After completing the survey, teachers were
given a code (“Reading is fun”). The teachers then gave the code to their teacher leader
to receive the book.
By having teacher leaders distribute the survey, saturation sampling was possible with
all 215 Reading Recovery teachers in the state during the end of January and beginning
of February 2017. To decrease nonresponse error, the teacher leaders’ support was
requested and the incentive of a book was used. In turn, the response rate was 75%.
Nulty (2008) found response rates for online surveys to range from 20-47%, making the
response rate for this study high.
At the end of the survey, respondents were asked, “Would you be willing to
participate in a follow up phone interview for approximately 10 minutes?” Of the 150
participants, 32 were willing and provided their email addresses. After the survey
responses were analyzed, questions designed for the debriefing interviews were created
from the survey findings. Two experts in the field of reading were then consulted
separately for the content and phrasing of questions. The final draft of debriefing
interview questions was completed in April 2017. See Appendix D for debriefing
interview questions.

64

In May 2017, 32 volunteers were emailed a link to a Google spreadsheet with
times for a phone interview. Volunteers responded to the researcher with a convenient
time. Of the 32 volunteers, 12 set up appointments to be interviewed and 10 interviews
were completed by June 2017. Two participants scheduled appointments but did not
answer their phone and did not reply when asked to reschedule their interview. The 20
volunteers who did not schedule an appointment were sent three emails: one initial email
and two follow-up emails to sign up for an interview time. For completing the phone
interview, teachers were mailed an additional book for their participation.
The 10 teachers who participated in a phone interview consented for their
interview to be recorded and transcribed. The audio recordings were completed with the
app TapeACall Pro and recorded as audio files. The audio recordings were then
numbered and sent to Rev, an online transcription company. Transcriptions were looked
at alongside the quantitative data.
Data Analyses
Data analyses were completed in three parts. First, data were analyzed to answer
research questions 1-3. Second, data were analyzed to answer question 4. Third,
debriefing interviews were conducted with 10 teachers.
To begin analyses, raw data were exported from Qualtrics into Excel. The
researcher reviewed raw data for responses that could be outliers (showing possible
misunderstandings of the questions) and unanswered questions. If responses to the
survey item were inappropriate for the question or an extreme outlier (example: 82 when
other responses were 1-12), those data were removed from the data set. Within the data
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set, there were six outlier responses removed from the raw data. The six removed
responses were all related to teachers’ demographic information and not to questions
regarding the teachers’ use and value of lesson records. There were also several items to
which participants did not respond or wrote a response such as “I don’t know.” These
blanks left slight variations in the total number of responses for survey items during
analysis. Therefore, each table showing item analyses will include a participant total as
well.
Research questions 1, 2, and 3. Analyses of the survey items were first
completed with research questions 1 (”What do teachers report as most useful and least
useful when completing daily lesson records?”) and 2 (“What do teachers report as most
valuable and least valuable when completing daily lesson records?”). Descriptive
analyses including mean, standard deviation, frequency distributions, average ranking,
and percentage were used to describe teachers’ use and value of the lesson record.
Descriptive statistics were chosen in order to help describe what teachers view as useful
and valuable in their lesson records. Table 3.4 shows the types of analyses completed on
the survey items.
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Table 3.4
Analyses for Research Questions 1–3 by Survey Item Number
Survey Item
Number
Response Type
Research Question 1-3 Analysis
1, 2
Likert Scale
Mean and Standard Deviation
4, 7, 8, 9, 13

Ranking

Frequency Distribution and Average
Ranking Score

3, 5, 6, 10, 11, 12,
14, 15, 16

Yes/No or
Categorical

Frequency Distribution and Percentage

17

Open ended

Frequency Distribution

Likert scale items were analyzed using mean and standard deviation. A frequency
distribution was used to analyze questions such as: What do you use the most when
making instructional plans? Frequency distribution considers the number of times a
response occurs (Thorndike & Thorondike-Chirst, 2010). To calculate an average
ranking score, the ranks were first reverse coded, added, and divided by the total number
of responses (Excel Functions, 2017). Average ranking scores were used when
participants ranked sections of the lesson record 1, 2, or 3.
Next, the analysis for research question 3 (“Do teachers report that their use of
lesson records changes over the beginning, middle, and end of a lesson series?”) was
completed. Frequency distributions were calculated as well as average ranking scores.
Research question 4. Analysis for research question 4 (“Are factors such as years
of experience and discontinuing rates associated with teachers' use of lesson records?”)
was conducted for two separate variables: (1) years of experience and (2) discontinuing
rates. Participants were first sorted into three groups on both variables. The groups were
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formed by using frequency count tables of the variables (Table 3.5 and Table 3.6) and
dividing participants into three groups as equally as possible.
Groupings. There were 148 Reading Recovery teachers used in the years
experience groupings, as two participants did not respond numerically. In the
discontinuing rate groupings, 145 teachers were used. The discontinuing rate for each
teacher was calculated by their responses to survey items 21 and 22, which asked how
many Reading Recovery students were served last year and how many of those students
successfully discontinued Reading Recovery, respectively. The number of students who
discontinued was divided by the number of students served. Five teachers were removed
from this data set because they either did not provide a response or gave a number like
112 for the number of students served last year (this could be an input error or due to
their misreading of the question and including their total number of students served
during their Reading Recovery career). Once the five teachers were removed, it left 145
teachers whose discontinuing rates could be calculated.
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Table 3.5
Years of Experience Groupings
Years Experience
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
Total

Frequency
9
19
35
7
17
14
7
4
1
5
2
4
2
1
2
3
1
3
0
1
0
2
3
4
1
1
148

Number in Group
63

Group
Group 1

45

Group 2

40

Group 3
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Table 3.6
Discontinuing Rate Groupings
Discontinuing Rate
Frequency Number in Group
12.5
1
50
15
0
17.5
0
20
0
22.5
3
25
2
27.5
0
30
1
32.5
0
35
3
37.5
10
40
0
42.5
0
45
1
47.5
0
50
10
52.5
0
55
0
57.5
0
60
2
62.5
16
65
1
67.5
7
51
70
1
72.5
2
75
31
77.5
0
80
10
82.5
0
44
85
1
87.5
17
90
9
92.5
2
95
0
97.5
0
100
15
Total
145
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Group
Group 1

Group 2

Group 3

Statistical analyses. After these groups were created, analyses such as correlation,
ANOVA, and chi-square were conducted using SPSS software. Table 3.7 shows the
analysis type according to survey item number.
Table 3.7
Analyses for Research Question 4 by Survey Item Number
Survey Item Number

Question 4 Analysis

1, 2

Correlation and ANOVA

5, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16

Chi-Square

A correlation was first completed with the means of the teachers’ value (survey
item 1) and use (survey item 2) of lesson records in SPSS.
Correlational analyses. A correlation coefficient shows the degree of linear
relationship between two quantitative variables. A Pearson product-moment correlation
was computed between teachers’ value and use of the lesson record sections.
Chi-square analyses. Chi-square analyses allows for the test of statistical
relationships between qualitative variables. Fourteen analyses were conducted. Seven
analyses were conducted for each years experience and discontinuing rate. The seven
analyses consisted of responses on survey items 5, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, and 16.
To complete the chi-square analyses on the categorical survey items (5, 10, 11,
12, and 15) the eight sections of the lesson record were divided into three clusters. The
three clusters were: Reading, Writing, and Reflection (see Table 3.8). The four sections
of the lesson record which comprised the reading cluster included: (a) familiar reading;
(b) letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis; (c) strategic activities on text; and (d)
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new text. The three sections of the lesson record that created the writing cluster included:
(a) cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing; (b) message composed; and (c)
constructing words/gaining fluency. The reflection cluster only included the comment
section. Analyses for survey items 5, 10, 11, 12, and 15 were completed by using a threeby-three chi-square (three groups x three clusters). Data were recoded (from categorical
information to numerals) in order to run these analyses.
Table 3.8
Clusters and Lesson Record Sections
Clusters
Reading

Writing

Reflection

Lesson Record Sections
Familiar reading
Letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
Strategic activities on text
New text
Cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing
Message composed
Constructing words/gaining fluency
Comment section

A three-by-two chi-square was also conducted for survey items 14 and 16, where
teachers responded yes or no to whether they write on and share their lesson record after
the lesson is over. Again, before any analyses were completed, data were recoded
according to cluster.
Analysis of Variance. The analyses of variance (ANOVA) were conducted to test
for group differences in means. In this study, six ANOVAs were conducted. ANOVAs
were used to reveal differences teachers have when using sections of the lesson record
based on years of experience and discontinuing rates.
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One section was chosen from each of the three clusters as only three ANOVAs
were completed to decrease the probability of a type I error. The three lesson record
sections were: strategic activities on text, constructing words/gaining fluency, and
comment section. These three lesson record sections were chosen to see if teacher
variables (teachers’ years of experience and discontinuing rates) could reveal differences
in how teachers valued the lesson record. First, the strategic activities on text section was
selected for an ANOVA because of the significance of the section. Strategic activities
refer to acts of processing where the brain: picks up information, works on it, makes a
decision, and evaluates a response (Clay, 2001). Noting evidence of strategic activity on
the lesson record may be important for teachers to identify and track a child’s literacy
processing. The constructing words/gaining fluency section and the comment section
were selected for an ANOVA as some inconsistencies appeared during initial data
analysis. The pilot study also revealed that the comment section was inconsistently
completed among teachers. The comment section was also chosen for further analysis
because this section is unlike the other sections of the lesson record in that its purpose is
for overall reflection instead of observation.
The first ANOVA tested for differences between years experience and teachers’
use of the section strategic activities on text. The second tested for differences between
years experience and teachers’ use of the section constructing words/gaining fluency. The
third tested for differences between years experience and teacher’s use of the comment
section. The fourth tested for differences between discontinuing rates and teachers’ use
of the section strategic activities on text. The fifth tested for differences between
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discontinuing rates and teachers’ use of the section constructing words/gaining fluency.
The sixth tested for differences between discontinuing rates and teacher’s use of the
comment section.
Debriefing interviews. After the survey items were analyzed, a short, sevenquestion debriefing interview was conducted with 10 volunteers. The volunteers who
participated in the debriefing interviews represented a satisfactory cross-section of
teachers in all three groups for both years of experience and discontinuing rates (see
Table 3.9).
Table 3.9
Group Classifications of Debriefing Interview Participants

Group
1

Years Experience
Number of
Number of
years
teachers
1-3
3

Discontinuing Rates
Discontinuing
Number of
Rate
teachers
0-65%
3

2

4-7

4

66-80%

2

3

8-26

3

81-100%

5

The questions for debriefing interviews were crafted after analyses of the survey
and were designed to further understand how Reading Recovery teachers use and value
their lesson records (see Appendix D for debriefing interview). Frequency counts were
completed for each interview question. Although this was a quantitative study, the use of
interviews provided insights about the teachers’ responses to the survey and
interpretation of the quantitative findings (Weinholtz & Kacer, 1995). Results from the
interviews are presented in chapter 4 with discussion in chapter 5.
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Chapter Summary
This chapter outlined the research methodology, including: participants and
demographic information, survey development, participant recruitment, and survey
dissemination. Additionally, data collection and analysis procedures were described. In
the following chapter, the results from the data analysis are organized and presented by
the research questions, which guided the study.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS
This chapter reports the findings of the data analyses completed to examine the
following research questions. Question one: What do teachers report as most useful and
least useful when completing daily lesson records? Question two: What do teachers
report as most valuable and least valuable when completing daily lesson records?
Question three: Do teachers report that their use of lesson records changes over the
beginning, middle, and end of a lesson series? Question four: Are factors such as years
of experience and discontinuing rates associated with teachers' use of lesson records?
Q1. What do teachers report as most useful and least useful when completing daily
lesson records?
This research question investigated Reading Recovery teachers’ self-reports on
their usage of daily lesson records as well as the way teachers use lesson records before,
during, and after lessons. Additional information found from debriefing interviews will
describe teachers’ overall use of lesson records.
Before lessons. Of the 150 teachers participating in the study, 149 (99.3%)
reported using their previous lesson records for planning before lessons while one (0.7%)
teacher reported not using the lesson record for instructional planning before the lesson
(see Table 4.1).
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Table 4.1
Teachers’ Response to Using Lesson Records for Planning
Response
Frequency
Yes
149
No
1
Total
150

Percentage
99.3%
0.7%

When asked what teachers used most when making instructional plans 66 teachers
reported using running records (44%), 43 used lesson records (28.7%), and 41 used
personal knowledge of the child (27.3%) as shown in Table 4.2.
Table 4.2
What Teachers Reported as Using Most When Planning
Used Most When Planning
Frequency
Running records
66
Lesson records
43
Personal knowledge of the child
41
Total
150

Percentage
44.0%
28.7%
27.3%

As Table 4.3 shows, when planning future instruction 43 teachers reported using
the cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing (28.9%) the least. The
comment section was used least by 34 teachers (22.9%); followed by familiar reading
with 32 teachers (21.5%); message composed with 22 teachers (14.8%); letter work,
breaking, word work, and analysis with 12 teachers (8.1%); constructing words/gaining
fluency with five teachers (3.4%); and strategic activities on text with one teacher (0.7%).

77

Table 4.3
Lesson Record Sections Teachers Used Least When Planning
Lesson Record Sections
Frequency
Cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing
43
Comment section
34
Familiar reading
32
Message composed
22
Letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
12
Constructing words/gaining fluency
5
Strategic activities on text
1
New text
0
Total
149

Percentage
28.9%
22.9%
21.5%
14.8%
8.1%
3.4%
0.7%
0.0%

When reporting how useful the sections of the lesson record were (rating 1-5: not
at all to extremely) while planning for future instruction, new text received the highest
mean at 4.69. The following sections are listed in order of reported usefulness by mean:
strategic activities on text (4.64); constructing words/gaining fluency (4.27); letter work,
breaking, word work, and analysis (4.27); message composed (4.12); comment section
(3.99); cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing (3.92); and familiar reading
(3.89). Table 4.4 provides an overview of this information.
Table 4.4
Most Useful Section of Lesson Record When Planning
Lesson Record Sections
New text
Strategic activities on text
Constructing words/gaining fluency
Letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
Message composed
Comment section
Cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing
Familiar reading
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Mean
4.69
4.64
4.27
4.27
4.12
3.99
3.92
3.89

Standard Deviation
0.53
0.59
0.79
0.74
0.96
1.06
1.03
1.00

The teachers who participated in debriefing interviews reported which methods
they used most during planning. Table 4.5 illustrates that five teachers reported that they
used Running Records the most, three reported that they used personal knowledge of the
child the most, and two reported that they used the lesson record the most when planning.
Table 4.5
Most Important When Planning
Used Most When Planning
Running Record
Personal knowledge of the child
Lesson record
Total
Note. Based on the 10 responses from debriefing interviews.

Frequency
5
3
2
10

During lessons. During lessons, 64 teachers self-reported that they record the
most information in the strategic activities on text section (42.67%). Fifty-two teachers
reported that they record the most in the new text (34.17%); 15 teachers in familiar
reading (10.00%); 5 teachers in constructing words/gaining fluency (3.31%); 5 teachers
in comment section (3.33%); 4 teachers in message composed (2.67%); 4 teachers in cutup story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing (2.67%); and 1 teacher in letter work,
breaking, word work, and analysis (0.67%). Table 4.6 provides an overview of this
information.
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Table 4.6
Lesson Record Sections in Which Teachers Recorded the Most Information
Lesson Record Sections
Frequency
Percentage
Strategic activities on text
64
42.67%
New text
52
34.67%
Familiar reading
15
10.00%
Constructing words/gaining fluency
5
3.33%
Comment section
5
3.33%
Message composed
4
2.67%
Cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing
4
2.67%
Letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
1
0.67%
Total
150
Throughout lessons, 48 teachers self-reported they were recording the least
information in the comment section (32.00%). Following this, 40 teachers reported that
they record the least information using cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and
phrasing (26.67%); 31 teachers reported letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
(20.67%); 22 teachers reported familiar reading (14.67%); 6 teachers reported
constructing words/gaining fluency (4.00%); and 3 teachers reported message composed
(2.00%). None of the participants chose new text or strategic activities on text as the
section in which they recorded the least information (see Table 4.7).
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Table 4.7
Lesson Record Sections in Which Teachers Recorded the Least Information
Lesson Record Sections
Frequency Percentage
Comment section
48
32.00%
Cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing
40
26.67%
Letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
31
20.67%
Familiar reading
22
14.67%
Constructing words/gaining fluency
6
4.00%
Message composed
3
2.00%
New text
0
0.00%
Strategic activities on text
0
0.00%
Total
150
When teachers self-reported the section of the lesson record they most
consistently completed: 60 participants (40.00%) completed the new text section, 46
participants (30.67%) completed the strategic activities on text section; 18 participants
(12.00%) completed the familiar reading section; 10 participants (6.67%) completed the
message composed section; 6 participants (4.00%) completed the comment section; 5
participants (3.33%) completed the letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
section; 3 participants (2.00%) completed the constructing words/gaining fluency section;
and 2 participants (1.33%) completed the cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and
phrasing section (see Table 4.8).
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Table 4.8
Lesson Record Sections Teachers Most Consistent in Completing Fully
Lesson Record Sections
Frequency
New text
60
Strategic activities on text
46
Familiar reading
18
Message composed
10
Comment section
6
Letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
5
Constructing words/gaining fluency
3
Cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing
2
Total
150

Percentage
40.00%
30.67%
12.00%
6.67%
4.00%
3.33%
2.00%
1.33%

After lessons. When reporting what occurred after the lesson, 120 teachers
(80.00%) stated they wrote on their lesson record while 30 teachers (20.00%) did not
write on their lesson record (see Table 4.9).
Table 4.9
Teachers Who Write on Lesson Record After the Lesson Is Over
Response
Frequency
Percentage
Yes
120
80.00%
No
30
20.00%
Total
150
Out of the 120 teachers who wrote on the lesson record after the lesson, 57
teachers (47.50%) reported being most likely to write in the comment section followed
by: strategic activities on text with 24 teachers (20.00%); new text with 21 teachers
(17.50%); letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis with 6 teachers (5.00%);
message composed with 5 teachers (4.17%); constructing words/gaining fluency with 3
teachers (2.50%); cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing with 3 teachers
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(2.50%); and familiar reading with 1 teacher (0.83%). Table 4.10 provides an overview
of this information.
Table 4.10
Lesson Record Section Written in Most After the Lesson is Over
Lesson Record Sections
Comment section
Strategic activities on text
New text
Letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
Message composed
Constructing words/gaining fluency
Cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing
Familiar reading
Total

Frequency
57
24
21
6
5
3
3
1
120

Percentage
47.50%
20.00%
17.50%
5.00%
4.17%
2.50%
2.50%
0.83%

During debriefing interviews, participants were asked whether they wrote on the
lesson record after the lesson was over. All teachers indicated they do at least some of the
time. Nine teachers replied yes, while one teacher responded with occasionally.
Teachers were then asked where they would write on the lesson record after the lesson
was over. Table 4.11 illustrates that 5 teachers stated they wrote on the comment section;
three wrote on the writing section; one wrote on the new text; and one wrote on the letter
work, breaking, word work, and analysis section.
Table 4.11
Lesson Record Section Written in the Most After the Lesson is Over: Debriefing
Interviews
Lesson Record Sections
Frequency
Comment on any part of the lesson
5
Writing section
3
New text
1
Letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
1
Total
10
Note. Based on the 10 responses from debriefing interviews.
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Teachers sharing of the lesson records. The majority of teachers reported sharing
their lesson records. Of the 150 teachers, 89 (50.3%) claimed they share their lesson
records with other people, while 61 teachers (40.7%) reported not sharing their lesson
records (see Table 4.12).
Table 4.12
Teachers Who Shared Their Lesson Record With Others
Response
Frequency
No
89
Yes
61
Total
150

Percentage
59.33%
40.67%

Teachers who shared their lesson records reported sharing them with many
different people (see Table 4.13). Forty-four participants reported sharing their lesson
records with classroom teachers and 23 reported sharing with other Reading Recovery
teachers. Lesson records were also reported as being shared with: teacher leaders (19),
parents (7), colleagues (7), principal/ administrators (6), reading interventionists (5),
instructional/reading coaches (4), team/committees (3), Reading Recovery teachers in
training (2), guidance counselors (1), school psychologists (1), educational evaluators (1),
speech therapists (1), former Reading Recovery teachers (1), and assistants (1).
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Table 4.13
Lesson Record Sharing (n=61)
Lesson Record Sharing
Classroom teacher
Another Reading Recovery teacher
Teacher leader
Parent
Colleagues
Principal/administrator
Reading interventionists
Instructional/reading coach
Team/committee
Reading Recovery teacher in training
Guidance counselor
School psychologist
Educational evaluators
Speech therapists
Former Reading Recovery teacher
Assistant

Frequency
44
23
19
7
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
1
1
1
1
1

Note. Based on the responses of 61 people (see Table 4.12). Open response format
allowed for multiple responses.
Lesson records were shared with different people for many reasons (see Table
4.14). Reported reasons were to: get feedback/support (30), share progress/behaviors
(22), transfer learning into the classroom (7), show good work/ successes (6), show where
struggling/ weaknesses (5), help inform parents/teachers (4), self-evaluate (3), discuss
how to help (3), problem-solve (2), monitor progress (2), use in training (1), make
progress (1), and share at meetings (1).
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Table 4.14
Reasons Lesson Records Were Shared (n=61)
Reasons
Get feedback/support
Share progress/ behaviors
Transfer skills into the classroom
Show good work/ successes
Show where struggling/ weaknesses
Help or inform parents/ teachers
Self-evaluation
Discuss how to help
Problem-solve
Monitor progress
Use in training
Make progress
Share at meetings

Frequency
30
22
7
6
5
4
3
3
2
2
1
1
1

Note. Based on the responses of 61 people (see Table 4.12). Open response format
allowed for multiple responses.
Overall use of lesson records. Teachers were asked during debriefing interviews
what they would say about using the lesson record if they were talking to a new Reading
Recovery teacher. Many of the interviewed teachers said they would tell the new teacher
about the importance of the lesson record (5), writing as much as possible on the record
(4), the helpfulness of the lesson record when planning (3), and keeping a record of
student actions (3). Table 4.15 shows the complete list of teachers’ responses.

86

Table 4.15
Advice for New Reading Recovery Teachers About the Lesson Record (n=10)
Advice for New Teacher
Frequency
Important
5
Write as much as possible/detailed
4
Helpful when planning
3
Keeps a record of student actions
3
Helpful when reflecting
2
Record prompts
2
Record observations
2
Difficult to be proficient at
2
Creates a record to go back to
2
Keeps teaching on track
1
Time-consuming
1
Have a strong book introduction
1
Note. Based on the responses of 10 people during debriefing interviews. Open response
format allowed for multiple responses.
Participants were asked about the ways in which they use the comment section on
their lesson records. Table 4.16 shows their responses. The most popular uses of the
comment section were for observations (5), personal information about the child (5),
misconceptions (2), discussion about the child’s writing (2), and errors (2). Other
interesting comments brought up by teachers were that some teachers only completed the
comment section on Fridays, while another tried to always complete the section, and a
different teacher sometimes left the section blank. Another teacher discussed her use of
highlighting the lesson record to help her focus on key areas.
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Table 4.16
Teachers’ Use of Comment Section (CS) on Lesson Record (n=10)
Uses of CS
Frequency
Uses of CS
Frequency
Observation
5
Prompt
1
Personal info about
5
Classroom teacher Remarks
1
Child
Misconceptions
2
New words
1
Writing
2
Start problem solving
1
Error
2
Summary
1
Future planning
1
Confusion
1
Fluency
1
Positive actions
1
Spacing
1
Teacher actions
1
Positive
1
Letter formation
1
Homework
1
Areas help needed
1
Note. Based on the responses of 10 people during debriefing interviews. Open response
format allowed for multiple responses.
Teachers were also asked to discuss how they use the strategic activities on text
section of the lesson record. Teachers used this section to record various notes during the
lesson. Most commonly, teachers reported using the strategic activities in text to record
prompts (8), fluency (4), student actions/behaviors (3), praise (2), and actions the child
was neglecting (2). A complete list of teacher reported uses of the strategic activities on
text section can be found in Table 4.17.
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Table 4.17
Teachers’ Use of Strategic Activities in Text Section on Lesson Record (n=10)
Uses of Strategic Activity section
Frequency
Prompts
8
Fluency
4
Actions/behaviors
3
Teacher said
3
Praise
2
Actions child is neglecting
2
Checklist
1
Mouth ready
1
Reread
1
M, S, V
1
Unfamiliar words
1
Search for building independence
1
Taking words apart
1
Scale of help
1
Put Pencil in
1
Behavior
1
Corrected behavior
1
Modeling
1
Items done together
1
Weakness
1
Told
1
Look for patterns
1
Detailed notes
1
Analyze
1
Note. Based on the responses of 10 people during debriefing interviews. Open response
format allowed for multiple responses.
Q2. What do teachers report as most valuable and least valuable when completing
daily lesson records?
This research question aimed to investigate what Reading Recovery teachers selfreported as valuable in their daily lesson records. This section will be broken into results
from the survey and the debriefing interviews.
Survey results. Using a 5-point Likert scale (1-5) ranging from not at all to
extremely, teachers rated the value of different sections of the lesson record. Teachers
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reported how valuable the sections of the lesson record were while planning for future
instruction, with new text receiving the highest mean of 4.73. See Table 4.18 for more
information.
Table 4.18
Most Valuable Section of Lesson Record When Planning
Section of Lesson Record
New text
Strategic activities on text
Constructing words/gaining fluency
Message composed
Letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
Familiar reading
Cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing
Comment section

Mean
4.73
4.69
4.35
4.33
4.31
4.05
4.01
3.97

Standard
Deviation
0.49
0.51
0.71
0.75
0.7
0.9
0.92
1.06

Variance
0.24
0.26
0.51
0.56
0.49
0.81
0.85
1.13

When planning future instruction, teachers reported the following sections as
being the most valuable when ranking their top three sections (1, 2, and 3 with 1 being
the most valuable). According to the average rank score (rankings were first reversed,
added, and divided by the total number of responses), the teachers’ top three sections
were: strategic activities on text (2.15), new text (1.75), and comment section (0.46). See
Table 4.19 for the complete list. Strategic activities on text had the highest average rank
score as it was ranked first by 78 participants, second by 36 participants, and third by 15
participants. Cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing received the lowest
average rank score as it was ranked second by three participants and ranked third by three
participants.
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Table 4.19
Most Valuable Section of Lesson Record When Planning: Average Rank
Frequency
Section of Lesson Record
1
2
3
Strategic activities on text
78
36
15
New text
52
41
23
Comment section
10
14
11
Letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
3
14
28
Constructing words/gaining fluency
1
15
27
Message composed
1
15
24
Familiar reading
4
11
18
Cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing
0
3
3
Total
149 149 149

Average
Rank
Score
2.15
1.75
0.46
0.44
0.40
0.38
0.35
0.06

Debriefing interview results. During debriefing interviews, participants reported
strategic activities and new book as being the most valuable with four responses each.
Two participants did not select a single section of the lesson record as being the most
valuable, but they reported that all sections of the lesson record were equally valuable
(see Table 4.20).
Table 4.20
Most Valuable Section of Lesson Record When Planning: Debriefing Interviews
Section of Lesson Record
Strategic activities on text
New book
All sections
Total
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Frequency
4
4
2
10

Q3. Do teachers report that their use of lesson records change over the beginning,
middle, and end of a lesson?
This section will explore which lesson record sections teachers find useful and
what recorded observations change over a 12-20 week lesson series. Results are
presented in two sections. First, the most useful lesson record sections are presented and
then the most valuable observations recorded on the lesson record are presented. Both
sections will be organized by beginning, middle, and end lessons. Beginning, middle,
and end lessons do not have set timelines as all children progress at different rates (Clay,
2016), but these terms are used for this study’s purpose as a guide to show children’s
growth and progress through the intervention.
Most useful lesson record section. At the beginning of the lesson series,
teachers reported the following sections as most useful when ranking their top three
sections 1, 2, and 3 (1 being most useful). According to the average ranking scores, the
following sections are listed from most to least useful: strategic activities on text (1.96);
new text (1.25); familiar reading (0.72); message composed (0.63); letter work, breaking,
word work, and analysis (0.55); comment section (0.40); constructing words/gaining
fluency (0.26); and cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing (0.23). See
Figure 4.1.
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Figure 4.1. Most Useful Lesson Record Sections

During the middle of the lesson series, teachers reported the following sections as
being most useful when ranking their top three sections 1, 2, and 3 (1 being most useful):
strategic activities on text (2.18); new text (1.39); constructing words/gaining fluency
(0.51); letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis (0.61); message composed (0.59);
comment section (0.29); familiar reading (0.29); and cut-up story, space, concepts,
sequence, and phrasing (0.13).
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At the end of the lesson series, teachers reported the following sections as most
useful when ranking their top three sections 1, 2, and 3 (1 being most useful): strategic
activities on text (2.15); new text (1.58); message composed (0.65); letter work, breaking,
word work, and analysis (0.46); constructing words/gaining fluency (0.45); comment
section (0.41); familiar reading (0.19); and cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and
phrasing (0.13). See Appendix E for additional tables.
Most valuable lesson record observations recorded. During the beginning of
the lesson series, teachers reported their top three most valuable observations (1 being
most valuable observations) on the lesson record. According to the average ranking
scores, the following observations were the top three most valuable: monitoring (1.15),
directional movement (1.00), and noting M, S, V (0.61).
In middle lessons, teachers reported the following observations recorded on
lesson records as being the most valuable when ranking their top three observations 1, 2,
and 3 (1 being most valuable). According to the average ranking scores the following
observations were the top three most valuable: cross-checking (1.24), monitoring (1.00),
and noting M, S, V (0.79). See Appendix F for all observations listed in order of reported
value.
Towards the end of lessons, teachers reported the following observations recorded
on lesson records as being the most valuable when ranking their top three observations 1,
2, and 3 (1 being most valuable): cross-checking (1.01), taking words apart (.88), and
monitoring (0.69). See Appendix F for tables of observations recorded in order of
average rank by beginning, middle, and end lessons.
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Debriefing results. Debriefing interviews of 10 participants reported that many
observations change in lesson records over a series of lessons. When making
observations, four teachers reported prompts and two teachers reported scale of help on
their lesson records over a series of lessons. It should also be noted that two teachers
reported no changes on their lesson records. See Table 4.21 for all areas of change
reported by participants.
Table 4.21
Changes in Lesson Records Over a Series of Lessons (n=10)
Observations
Frequency
Prompts
4
Scale of help
2
No changes
2
Text level
1
Increase in positive Actions
1
Decrease in information
1
Letter work
1
Types of behaviors
1
New book intro
1
Cutting more
1
Content
1
Less detailed
1
Teacher to student directed
1
Types of notes (general to specific)
1
Teacher support
1
New book intro
1
Cutting more
1
Note. Based on the responses of 10 people during debriefing interviews. Open response
format allowed for multiple responses.
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Q4. Are factors such as years of experience and discontinuing rates associated with
teachers' use of lesson records?
The results of the correlation, chi-square analyses, and ANOVA analyses will be
presented. Chi-square results were organized by presenting the non-significant findings
first followed by the significant findings.
Correlation analysis. The correlation comparing teacher’s use and value (survey
item 1 and 2) of the lesson record sections was .972. This confirms the assumption that if
a teacher values a section of the lesson record she will be more likely to use it.
Chi-square analyses. There were 11 chi-square analyses were conducted and
found not to be statistically significant. The first six findings of these analyses are listed
by years of experience (groups 1, 2, and 3) and the next five are by discontinuing rates
(groups 1, 2, and 3). Lastly, the significant chi-square analyses will be presented.
The first chi-square analysis examined the relationship between Reading
Recovery teachers’ years of experience and which cluster (reading, writing, and
reflection clusters are discussed further in chapter 3) teachers used least when planning.
The relation between these variables was not significant: overall χ²(2, N= 147) = 1.77, p=
.778 and linear χ²(1, N= 147) = .14, p= .706.
The second chi-square analysis examined the relationship between Reading
Recovery teachers’ years of experience and the cluster in which teachers recorded the
most information. The relation between these variables was not significant: overall χ²(4,
N= 148) = .39, p= .984 and linear χ²(1, N= 148) = .10, p= .756.
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The third chi-square analysis examined the relationship between Reading
Recovery teachers’ years of experience and the cluster in which teachers wrote the least
information. The relation between these variables was not significant: overall χ²(4, N=
148) = 5.10, p= .277 and linear χ²(1, N= 148) = .078, p= .078.
The fourth chi-square analysis examined the relationship between Reading
Recovery teachers’ years of experience and which cluster was completed fully. The
relation between these variables was not significant: overall χ²(4, N= 148) = .39, p= .984
and linear χ²(1, N= 148) = .10, p= .756.
The fifth chi-square analysis examined the relationship between Reading
Recovery teachers’ years of experience and if lesson records were shared. The relation
between these variables was not significant: overall χ²(2, N= 148) = 1.44, p= .487 and
linear χ²(1, N= 148) = 1.18, p= .278.
The sixth chi-square analysis examined the relationship between Reading
Recovery teachers’ discontinuing rates and which cluster was least used when planning.
The relation between these variables was not significant: overall χ²(4, N= 144) = .62, p=
.960 and linear χ²(1, N= 144) = .12, p= .726.
The seventh chi-square analysis examined the relationship between Reading
Recovery teachers’ discontinuing rates and the cluster in which teachers recorded the
most information. The relation between these variables was not significant: overall χ²(4,
N= 145) = .29, p= .002 and linear χ²(1, N= 145) = .00, p= .961.
The eighth chi-square analysis examined the relationship between Reading
Recovery teachers’ discontinuing rates and the cluster in which teachers wrote the least
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information. The relation between these variables was not significant: overall χ²(4, N=
145) = 5.16, p= .271 and linear χ²(1, N= 145) = 3.13, p= .077.
The ninth chi-square analysis examined the relationship between Reading
Recovery teachers’ discontinuing rates and which cluster was completed fully. The
relation between these variables was not significant: overall χ²(4, N= 145) = 3.88, p= .423
and linear χ²(1, N= 145) = .01, p= .920.
The tenth chi-square analysis examined the relationship between Reading
Recovery teachers’ discontinuing rates and if teachers wrote on the lesson record after the
lesson. The relation between these variables was not significant: overall χ²(2, N= 145) =
.43 , p= .805 and linear χ²(1, N= 145) = .04, p= .847.
The eleventh chi-square analysis examined the relationship between Reading
Recovery teachers’ discontinuing rates and the cluster in which teachers most likely
wrote after the lesson. The relation between these variables was not significant: overall
χ²(2, N= 145) = .43, p= .805 and linear χ²(1, N= 145) = .037, p= .847.
Significant findings. This chi-square analysis was completed to determine if
there was a relationship between Reading Recovery teachers’ years of experience (groups
1, 2, and 3), and if teachers wrote on the lesson record after the lesson. Teachers with
more experience in Reading Recovery were more likely to write on the lesson record
after the lesson was over (87.5%) than not (12.5%) overall χ²(2, N= 148) = 4.80, p= .091
and linear χ²(1, N= 148) = 4.30, p= .038 (see Table 4.22).
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Table 4.22
Contingency Table for Group Year x Write In Status
Group Year
Yes

1
45

2
38

3
35

118

No

18

7

5

30

63

45

38

148

Write In

Overall χ²(2) = 4.80, p < .NS. χ²Linear = (1) = 4.30, p < .05
The next chi-square analysis examined Reading Recovery teachers’ years of
experience and the cluster in which teachers most likely wrote after the lesson. Teachers
with more experience were more likely to write on lesson record sections in the reading
cluster (60.0%) than in the writing (2.9%) and reflection (37.1%) clusters, overall χ²(4,
N= 118) = 7.50, p= .122 and linear χ²(1, N= 118) = 4.92, p= .027 (see Table 4.23).
Table 4.23
Contingency Table for Group Year x Cluster
Group Year
Writing

1
6

2
3

3
1

10

Reflection

22

22

13

57

Reading

17

13

21

51

45

38

35

118

Cluster

Overall χ²(4) = 7.50, p < .NS. χ² Linear = (1) = 4.92, p < .05
The last chi-square analysis was performed to examine the relationship between
Reading Recovery teachers’ discontinuing rate and if lesson records were shared. It was
found that teachers with the lowest discontinuing rate (lowest student outcomes) were
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less likely to share their lesson records with others (74%) than they were to share them
(26%), overall χ²(2, N= 145) = 6.24, p= .044 and linear χ²(1, N= 145) = 4.77, p= .029
(see Table 4.24).
Table 4.24
Contingency Table for Discontinuing Rate x Write In Status
Group Discontinuing Rate
Yes

1
13

2
24

3
21

58

No

37

27

23

87

37

51

44

145

Write In

Overall χ²(2) = 6.24, p < .NS. χ²Linear = (1) = 4.77, p < .05
ANOVA analyses. Six ANOVA analyses were conducted and found to be not
significant. First, three ANOVAs were conducted with the same independent variable of
teachers’ years of experience (groups 1, 2, and 3). The first ANOVA’s dependent
variable was teachers’ use of the section constructing words/gaining fluency. The second
ANOVA’s dependent variable was teachers’ use of the section strategic activities on text.
The third ANOVA’s dependent variable was teachers’ use of the comment section.
Next, three ANOVAs were conducted all with the independent variable of
teachers’ discontinuing rate (groups 1, 2, and 3). The first ANOVA’s dependent variable
was teachers’ use of the section constructing words/gaining fluency. The second
ANOVA’s dependent variable was teachers’ use of the section strategic activities on text.
The third ANOVA’s dependent variable was teachers’ use of the comment section.
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Chapter Summary
In this chapter the results of the data analyses were presented in order of research
question as well as additional analyses including results from the 10 follow-up
interviews. The results from the survey were revealed through analyses of means,
standard deviations, percentages, frequency distributions, and average rankings,
correlations, chi-squares, and ANOVAs. Key findings, as well as discussion and
implications as it applies to Reading Recovery teachers’ use and value of lesson records
are discussed in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSION
In this chapter, findings of Reading Recovery teachers’ use and value of lesson
records are discussed. Three major findings will be highlighted alongside current
research and possibilities for future research. Additional findings will also be presented.
The chapter ends with study limitations and conclusions. The three major findings were:
1. A majority of Reading Recovery teachers wrote on the lesson record after the
lesson but less than half used the comment section for anecdotal comments.
2. Experienced teachers were more likely to write on the lesson record after the
lesson. Experienced teachers were also more likely to write in a section of the
lesson record that focused on reading over writing or overall comments.
3. Almost half of Reading Recovery teachers share their lesson records with others.
Teachers with low discontinuing rates (or student outcomes) were less likely to
share their lesson records than teachers with higher discontinuing rates.
Recording Practices after the Lesson
The first major finding revealed that after the lesson, 80% of teachers returned to
the lesson record to write additional observations and anecdotal comments. Observations
and/or comments were written in any of the eight sections of the lesson record (See
Appendix B for the lesson record). Additional analyses revealed 47.5% of those teachers
reported writing in the final section of the lesson record, which is the comment section.
During data analyses of the survey responses, the comment section revealed some
inconsistencies so debriefing interviews included a question about how teachers use the
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comment section. Interviews showed that teachers used the comment section quite
differently. This section will focus on three aspects of the comment section and how
teachers: (a) use and value the comment section, (b) were trained to use the comment
section, and (c) engage in reflective practice by using the comment section.
The comment section: Teachers’ use and value. An interesting anomaly with
the comment section was found when analyzing the data. Examination of data about the
comment section revealed slight differences when comparing survey question responses.
Specifically, the comment section was ranked third when sections were compared on
average ranking scores (Teachers were asked: “When planning future instruction, which
sections of the lesson record do you find most helpful? Order the 3 most valuable
sections using the numbers 1, 2, 3 [with 1 being the most valuable]”), but was ranked last
when sections were compared on a Likert scale (1-5, not at all - extremely). When the
comment section was ranked on the Likert scale, it had the highest standard deviation
(1.06) and variance (1.13) of all the sections. One conclusion can be that teachers may
have contrasting views about the value of the comment section. Some teachers may find
the comment section to be highly valuable, while others might not find much value in it.
The difference in teachers’ use of the comment section was also seen during debriefing
interviews. One teacher talked about the consistency she has in using the comment
section saying, “I always write down on the lesson” (Participant 1). However, another
teacher spoke of the irregularity of her use of the comment section when she stated,
“Occasionally I may add something in the comments, but not normally” (Participant 3).
More research is needed to look more closely at these differences. Within the context of
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this study, no relationship was found between teachers’ years of experience or
discontinuing rate and their use and value of the comment section.
In addition, ten teachers discussed a variety of different uses they had for the
comment section. Frequency counts showed five teachers reported using the comment
section for recording observations and personal information. Some teachers wrote
personal comments about children, while others recorded important examples of
children’s reading behaviors or a synthesis of the children’s learning. One teacher stated
she only wrote a personal note in the comment section if something was out of the
ordinary. She went on to share, “This year I had a child who was very emotional, and I
tried to pinpoint exactly what was setting her off” (Participant 8). The teacher explained
she used the comment section to capture what was triggering an emotional response from
the child and used notes from the comment section to find a possible pattern in the child’s
behavior.
Furthermore, some teachers used the comment section for reminders to support
their planning. One teacher explained how she would write in the comment section “if
there's something in particular I want to remember for the next day” (Participant 6).
Another teacher used this section to help plan future lessons. For example, she noted, “I
try to use it, because it helps me plan later, because most of my planning has to be done
at the end of the day” (Participant 7). One reason teachers may use the comment section
differently is that training may affect one’s use and value of the comment section.
The comment section: Teacher training. Teacher leaders are individually
responsible for planning and leading the professional development sessions throughout
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the school year for their assigned Reading Recovery teachers. Teacher leaders may
instruct their teachers to complete the comment section in slightly different ways. The
teachers in this study were trained and participated in ongoing professional development
with 16 different teacher leaders.
Therefore, slight nuances could develop amongst individual teacher leaders as
they interject their particular style and personal experiences. One example of this
difference was exposed during debriefing interviews when a teacher spoke of how she
was explicitly trained to complete the comment section each Friday. The teacher noted,
We were trained on Fridays to go back and make a note. Sometimes I don't wait
until Friday. If there's something they're doing that's really awkward, like all [of]
a sudden if they hit level 12 and they don't know the word 'were' anymore, I'll
make little comments about that (Participant 6).
Writing on the lesson record every Friday may have been a strategy provided during
training for several reasons. One reason may have been to support the teacher’s
reflective practice by synthesizing the child’s learning from the week. Another reason
may have been to provide a review of the previous week for teachers to return to on
Monday. An alternative reason could be to save teachers time. Instead of having teachers
write on the section each day it could be written on once a week, or as needed. Only
completing a section weekly on a form named for its everyday use (the daily lesson
record) raises further questions about the comment section that calls for additional
research.
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The comment section: Engaging in reflective practice. Clay (2016) stated that
the “comments column is provided for you to evaluate your teaching decisions when you
reflect later on the lesson” (p. 35). The comment section is provided as a space for
teachers to return to after the lesson in order to reflect and evaluate their instructional
decisions. Reflections after lessons can help teachers gauge the effectiveness of the
instructional decisions they are making and can also assist as they plan for future
instruction. Reflection causes teachers to ask, “what needs to be different to help the
child take on more learning tomorrow?”
Schön (1987) separates reflective practice into reflection-in-action and reflectionon-action to delineate when the practice occurs. Reflection-in-action for Reading
Recovery teachers takes place during the lesson and results in instructional decisions that
are made in the moment. During the lesson, reflect-in-action is often recorded on the
lesson record in the section that corresponds to the lesson component. After the lesson is
finished, the teacher may continue to use reflection-on-action, which can result in
additional anecdotal notes on the lesson record. The notes that result from reflection-onaction are often in the form of conclusions or hypotheses about the child and future
instruction. The comment section of the lesson record was designed to provide a space
for teachers to revisit earlier reflections made in action and create a “dialogue of
thinking” (Schön, 1987, p. 31), which ultimately creates a cycle of reflective practice.
Farrell (2013) found “the very act of writing has a built-in mechanism that
facilitates reflection by allowing time for teachers to organize their thoughts so that they
can consciously explore and analyze their practice in a more organized fashion than they
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would normally do” (p.470). When teachers take the time to return to their lesson
records to reflect on the lesson, they provide a time and space for organization and
analysis of observed behaviors.
The Reading Recovery teacher can return to the lesson record and write down
some reflection or evaluation of the teaching. But as Schön (1987) presents it is not only
the reflection that matters, but the continued reflection and dialogue of thinking over time
that creates expertise. The comment section provides an opportunity for teachers to
reflect and refine their instruction for each individual.
Within the framework of Reading Recovery’s professional development, teachers
have opportunities to learn how to reflect and continue the reflection process throughout
their professional career. Reading Recovery professional development is ongoing for
teachers. During the six required professional development sessions teachers are able to
continually reflect on their instructional decisions. Darling-Hammond, Hyler, and
Gardner (2017) found strong professional development communities to be beneficial for
teachers as they learn how to initially and continually reflect. “Professional development
models associated with gains in student learning frequently provide built-in time for
teachers to think about, receive input on, and make changes to their practice by providing
intentional time for feedback and/or reflection” (p. 14).
In Reading Recovery’s professional development model teachers learn to
continually develop their reflective practice. Teacher leaders help teachers to reflect on
their own instructional decisions, reflect on other’s instructional decisions (during behind
the glass sessions), and give feedback about the teachers’ reflections.
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Recording Practices of Experienced Teachers
The second major finding highlighted that teachers with more experience in
Reading Recovery were more likely than teachers with less experience to write on the
lesson record after the lesson was over. One teacher with over eight years experience
shared how she used lesson records after the lesson stating, “I make those special kind of
notes just so that when I'm reflecting back about the lesson, and the child, and those kind
of things, I can think deeper beyond just what's written” (Participant 9).
One reason why teachers wrote on the lesson record after the lesson emerged
during debriefing interviews. Teachers reported that time played a role in their need to
return to the lesson record. Teachers felt they did not have enough time during the lesson
to complete the record.
Another significant finding revealed teachers with more experience were more
likely to record in the reading cluster of the lesson record (familiar reading; letter work,
breaking, word work, and analysis; strategic activities on text; and new text) than in a
writing (cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing; message composed; and
constructing words/gaining fluency) or the reflection cluster (comment section). As the
role of time and the reading sections impacted how more experienced teachers used their
lesson records, both will be further discussed in this section.
The role of time. Teachers reported, during debriefing interviews, a lack of time
to complete the lesson record during the lesson and found it necessary to complete the
lesson record after the lesson was over. One teacher admitted writing, “more after the
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fact than during, because a lot of times you don't have time during” (Participant 3).
Another teacher with more than eight years of experience described how she would
have to go back and add…because that happened so quickly during the lesson that
there's no time to do it during the lesson. So often times I go back to that and put
down what was said or what happened during that time. (Participant 1)
Another teacher, with four to seven years of experience said,
I never have enough time when the child is with me. I'm so busy trying to watch
them and see what that child is doing, and I really don't have enough time
between students either. (Participant 8)
Clay (2016) suggests that beginning with the first lesson teachers should,
“gradually get used to recording a brief note about what you did and how the child
responded while it happens so that after the lesson you can return and complete the detail
on your records” (p. 35). In the midst of lessons, teachers should take notes but be
careful not to take away from the instruction, and should instead plan to return later to
complete the record of the lesson. “Teaching is the most important role and should take
precedence over recording during lessons” (Clay, 2016, p. 35).
Though the need to return to the record at a later time can be necessary, 20% of
Reading Recovery teachers in this study reported they do not write on their lesson record
after the lesson is over. More research will need to be completed to look at the teachers
who do not write on their lesson record and how they compare to teachers who do write
on the lesson record after the lesson.
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The role of the reading section. Teachers with the most experience in this study
(eight or more years) were more likely to record in the reading cluster of the lesson
record by using one of the following sections: familiar reading; letter work, breaking,
word work, and analysis; strategic activities on text; and new text. Two major factors
may influence more experienced teachers’ returning to a reading section of the lesson
record after the lesson than a writing or reflection section. First, it could be the child
reads the new text as the last component of the lesson. Consequently, it may be the
easiest to recall for teachers when they return to their lesson records after the lesson. The
second factor can be that the strategic activities on text and new text sections were both
found to be consistently more useful and valuable than other sections of the lesson
record. Therefore, teachers may be more likely to write in these two sections because
they find them to be the most useful and valuable. The strategic activities on text and
new text sections both require teachers to record close observations of strategic activity.
Although all sections require teachers to use close observation and record behaviors,
these sections can be considered more obvious places to record the strategic activities
seen during the lesson. For example, the strategic activities on text section has the term
“strategic activities” in the title. The teacher uses this section to record her observations
of strategic activity while the child is reading. The new text section is used to record
observations during the reading of the new book. While the new book is being read at the
end of the lesson, the child is displaying how he is processing and applying new learning.
As the child reads the new text, the teacher has an opportunity to see how the child is
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integrating new learning as he navigates new challenges and these observations of
strategic activity are then recorded in the new text section.
Both the strategic activities on text and new text sections highlight a teacher’s use
of what Clay (2001) calls an unusual lens, or the method of close observation, “which
gathers detailed data on changes in the literacy behaviours of young children as they learn
to read and write continuous texts” (p. 42). Literacy processing behaviors in young
readers are overt and easily observed while they are reading aloud (Askew, 2009).
Further, “different kinds of information in print come to contribute together to a decision
and how early primitive decision-making is refined and expanded into more efficient
decision-making” (Clay, 2001, p. 50). As the child’s decision-making is becoming more
refined and strategic, behaviors become more automatic. A teacher must closely observe
and record strategic activity a child displays for analysis. From close observations, the
teacher can build a theory of the underlying cognitive processes and use the theory to
make instructional decisions (Askew, 2009; Clay, 1991).
The Sharing Practices of Lesson Records
The third major finding was that 41% of teachers reported sharing their lesson
records with others and teachers with the lowest discontinuing rates were more likely not
to share their records than teachers with higher discontinuing rates. When lesson records
were shared, they were discussed with colleagues and peers throughout the school for a
variety of reasons, but were primarily shared with classroom teachers and other Reading
Recovery teachers in order to highlight the child’s progress and ways to best help the
child. On the survey one teacher wrote,
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I share with other RR [Reading Recovery] teachers to gain insight as needed or if
I feel like I've missed something with a particular student. Sometimes getting
another trained RR teacher to look at my records will help me to see if there is
something else I should try or if there is a part of the lesson where I am providing
too much, or not enough, support. I share with classroom teachers every so often
to keep them aware of where the students are and the kinds of word work and
writing they are doing one-on-one in RR lessons. (Survey Respondent 52)
This section will present with whom teachers shared lesson records, why teachers shared
their lesson records, and how collaboration benefits teachers and students.
Teachers sharing with teachers. Reading Recovery teachers shared their lesson
records with both classroom teachers and Reading Recovery teachers, as well as with
other school colleagues and peers. Clay (2016) recommends that teachers working with
children struggling to make progress self-reflect on their instruction and seek advice from
a colleague and/or teacher leader. This collaboration is required for teachers who are
working with students who present challenges, but can be used for any questions that
arise during instruction as well.
Lesson records were also shared with other members of the school as part of
intervention services. Each elementary school conducts the intervention process
differently. Some schools have teams and committees made up of a variety of school
colleagues and peers members including psychologists, literacy coaches/interventionists,
administrators, and classroom teachers (which explains why a variety of colleagues and
peers were listed as having lesson records shared with them). Clay (2016) refers to these
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intervention meetings as school teams. “It is essential that the team of colleagues most
closely concerned with the child’s literacy development sets aside some time to consider
his progress and to discuss the recommendations that the Reading Recovery teacher has
provided” (p. 191). As committees or school teams discuss individual needs and
progress, Reading Recovery teachers are able to share their records as evidence of a
child’s reading growth and current ability, thus better informing decisions made on behalf
of the child.
While records were used in school team meetings, most teachers shared lesson
records with others to get feedback or seek help for students while individualizing
instruction. Clay makes it clear that Reading Recovery teachers need to seek out the
advice of others. Clay (2016) discusses this consultation with colleagues when she gives
the example of how the teacher should plan to correct a child’s confusions:
Record and think about any confusions the child has. Plan an attack on them. Do
not rely on your own hunches. Talk to another couple of teachers about the
easiest way to go…Probably you and your colleagues will not agree. Never mind.
You have added these colleagues’ hypotheses to your own and can now approach
the child’s confusions tentatively, and with an open mind. Be objective and
critical of your own assumptions. (p. 38)
Seeking additional theories about a child’s progress can be helpful in formulating
a plan for instruction. Even if the teacher does not agree with colleagues’ opinions, the
important thing is that the opinions are sought out and considered when trying to analyze
the progress of a child.
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Teachers also shared lesson records to discuss a student’s progress in Reading
Recovery. One way to measure progress is to compare the child’s end goals with his
current abilities. Clay (2016) provides a list of behaviors students should exhibit when
nearing the end of Reading Recovery intervention. Those behaviors include being able
to:
•

monitor his own reading and writing,

•

anticipate a possible syntactic structure,

•

search for different kinds of information in word sequences, in meaning
and in sound-letter sequences,

•

discover new things for himself,

•

cross-check one source of information with another,

•

repeat as if to confirm his reading or writing so far,

•

use all sources of information together on the first attempt,

•

self-correct taking the initiative for making decisions or getting words
right in every respect, and

•

solve new words by these means. (p. 187)

Evidence of these behaviors should be recorded on lesson records. In turn, the recorded
behaviors can be used to inform discussions about a student’s literacy processing.
Further, the information can be used to gauge the potential for completing Reading
Recovery or the need for additional services.
Reading Recovery teachers are required to talk with classroom teachers about the
child’s progress in reading and writing (Clay, 2016).
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About four weeks before the Reading Recovery teacher expects the individual
lesson series to be completed she should arrange to meet with the classroom
teacher for an extended discussion about the progress the child is making towards
lessons. The two teachers talk about how the child currently performs in reading
and writing, in both settings, and plan what needs to be done over the next few
weeks to ensure that the transition works smoothly for the child. (Clay, 2016,
p.187)
However, discussion about a child’s progress between the Reading Recovery teacher and
the classroom teacher should not begin four weeks from the end of the intervention.
Communication should be occurring throughout the entirety of the intervention. As
students take on learning from Reading Recovery lessons, evidence of new learning
should be seen in the classroom as should classroom learning be seen during Reading
Recovery lessons. Students should be integrating their knowledge of literacy, no matter
the context. To support this integration, Reading Recovery and classroom teachers need
to be aware of teaching and literacy behaviors in both settings. Reading Recovery
teachers can facilitate the collaboration with classroom teachers by observing the student
in the classroom, discussing specific behaviors taught and observed during instructional
time, and holding the child accountable for learned behaviors in all instructional settings.
Teachers collaborating with teachers. Collaboration can be a benefit for both
teachers and students and a reason why teachers share their lesson records. Increased
communication between classroom teachers, Reading Recovery teachers, and other
colleagues and peers may influence students’ literacy gains and possibly impact a child

115

discontinuing from the intervention. Darling-Hammond and colleagues (2017) stated,
“When professional development utilizes effective collaborative structures for teachers to
problem-solve and learn together, it can positively contribute to student achievement” (p.
10).
One teacher wrote on the survey that she shares her lesson records to:
make sure the classroom teacher is aware of what the student knows and is
holding them accountable for those behaviors. Also, to make sure that my student
understands that what they learn in RR they can also do in the classroom.
(Participant 1)
As a child works toward discontinuing, the Reading Recovery teacher can do several
things to help prepare the child to transition from intervention to classroom only
instruction. Clay makes several recommendations for the time before discontinuing.
Reading Recovery teachers should work with a child back in the classroom, monitor
student progress, discuss progress with the classroom teacher, and collect and discuss the
child’s writing (Clay, 2016).
To help children transition out of Reading Recovery, it is important for Reading
Recovery teachers to prepare children for the classroom by clearly communicating with
classroom teachers what reading behaviors are displayed in the Reading Recovery lesson.
Informing classroom teachers of a child’s reading behaviors can help the classroom
teacher hold the child accountable for the actions of which the child is capable. Lesson
records can be one form of evidence to show the classroom teacher what reading
behaviors the child has displayed.
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Reading Recovery teachers not only share lesson records with classroom teachers,
but also with other Reading Recovery specialists. As one teacher discussed on her
survey:
I share with other RR teachers to gain insight as needed or if I feel like I’ve
missed something with a particular student. Sometimes getting another trained
Reading Recovery teacher to look at my records will help me to see if there is
something else I should try or if there is a part of the lesson where I am providing
too much, or not enough support.
The collaboration of Reading Recovery teachers helps further tailor a child’s individual
instruction. Fullerton (2016) found:
When working with at-risk learners in one-to-one settings, the tailoring of
instruction is even more challenging; the teacher must flexibly adjust expert
decisions and scaffolding to the needs of diverse learners by drawing upon and
integrating knowledge in multiple areas or domains under conditions of
uncertainty and novelty. (p. 49)
The instructional decisions a Reading Recovery teacher makes must be strategic and
planned in order to appropriately meet the individual’s needs. Collaboration may be
needed for a Reading Recovery teacher to continue to develop instructional decisionmaking. In fact, more experienced Reading Recovery teachers or teacher leaders can be
sought out for their expertise. This expertise can help facilitate and guide learning within
the context of actual practice. Darling-Hammond, Hyler, and Gardner (2017) found that
experts can “play this critical role by employing the types of professional learning
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strategies…such as modeling strong instructional practices or supporting group
discussion and collaborative analysis of student work. Such coaches may also share
expertise about content and evidence-based practices, as well” (p. 12).
Collaboration in Reading Recovery not only informs teachers’ instruction with the
child she is working with at the moment, but it also can further refine her instructional
decision-making overall. Fullerton (2016) found that collaboration with others was
helpful for a teacher’s reflection, while also helping to develop instructional expertise.
Collaborative talk about students and teaching decisions can provide a stronger insight
for the teacher.
Reading Recovery has a strong and active professional development community
for its teachers to support collaboration and subsequently teaching and learning. DarlingHammond and colleagues (2017) found that effective professional development
approaches should be content focused, incorporate active learning strategies, provide
collaboration, use models and/or modeling, offer coaching and expert support, include
time for feedback and reflection, and be of sustained duration. Reading Recovery’s
professional development model includes all of these factors and was cited by DarlingHammond and colleagues as an exemplary model for professional development. Reading
Recovery teachers are part of constant, ongoing professional development with teacher
leaders, trainers, and other Reading Recovery teachers. Teacher leaders provide
instructional guidance for a group of Reading Recovery teachers multiple times a year,
but also provide support to individual teachers during school visits (Scharer, Pinnell, &
Bryk, 2008). At school visits, teacher leaders are able to observe the lowest-achieving
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students, give feedback on the teacher’s instruction, and look at a teacher’s records on the
child (including the lesson records). Sharing records during an observation can have a
powerful impact on the teacher leader’s ability to provide valuable guidance to the
Reading Recovery teacher. Simpson and Montgomery (2007) discuss this collaborative
process between teacher leader and Reading Recovery teachers as a way to “support
reflective practice and instructional decision making based on observations of student
behaviors” (p. 38).
One collaborative form of professional development that was specifically
mentioned during debriefing interviews was behind the glass. Behind the glass is a
component of professional development where a Reading Recovery teacher teaches a
lesson to her student while other Reading Recovery teachers observe and discuss on the
other side of a one-way glass. One teacher spoke of the importance of behind the glass
sessions saying, “behind the glass is so powerful, and it's such a great instructional tool,
and learning tool. Even when you're behind the glass, you're taking on someone else's
words of what they saw” (Participant 9). With this reflective practice, teachers are able
to collaborate in order to continually refine their own teaching practice.
Additional Findings
In addition to the major findings, several other findings were of significance.
Four additional findings were presented in this section. Teachers found the lesson record
to be useful and valuable before, during, and after the lesson with strategic activities on
text and new text consistently being identified as the most useful and valuable sections.
Next, the observations recorded on the lesson record changed over a lesson series.
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Additionally, even though the observations recorded changed over a lesson series, the
teacher’s use and value of the lesson records sections did not seem to change overall.
Lastly, some teachers video-tape lessons to further reflect on their lesson records.
First, Reading Recovery teachers found the lesson record to be useful and
valuable in several ways before, during, and after lessons. Lesson records were found to
be a useful part of teachers’ planning before lessons with all but one teacher using
previous lesson records to plan for future instruction. Although lesson records were not
the most valuable source of information when planning as compared to knowledge of the
child and running records, lesson records still played an intricate role. Throughout
lessons (before, during, and after) the new text and strategic activities on text section
seemed to be consistently more useful and valuable for teachers when compared to the
other sections of the lesson record.
Second, the strategic activities on text and new text were found to be the most
useful sections of the lesson record throughout the series of lessons as well. Although
these two sections were found to be consistently useful, the observations recorded in the
lesson records changed over a lesson series. Some recorded observations dropped in
value over a series of lessons including: noting the sources of information used or
neglected, visual information, prompting, appeals, directional movement, monitoring,
finger use, rereading, and overall comments. Other recorded observations such as
multiple attempts, cross-checking behaviors, taking words apart, writing successes, and
integrated errors increased in their value over the lesson series. These findings are
supported by Clay’s (2001) concept of change over time. Clay contends that as students
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change in their literacy processing, teachers must be changing their instruction to meet
the learner’s individual needs and changes in lesson records support this concept.
Third, over a series of lessons teachers’ use and value of the lesson record
sections did not change as much as what they recorded in the sections. As students’
reading and writing behaviors change, the items recorded change to follow the
individual’s growth. This change in content is possible due to the open-ended nature of
the lesson record. Since the lesson record is only organized by headings, teachers take
anecdotal notes and individualize their lesson records according to their training and
students’ strengths/needs and/or personal style. During debriefing interviews, one
teacher discussed returning to her lesson records after lessons to highlight them. Another
teacher made a note of the day of the week to see if that affected a child’s behavior. A
third made checklists to track students’ growth on her lesson records. Gibson (2003)
discusses how teachers use post-its or colorful notes as reminders to target specific items
in lessons. Just as the content on lesson records varies across a series of lessons, so can
the methods teachers use for lesson records. The findings from this study can be
beneficial for daily lesson record keeping. Reading Recovery teachers may need to
return to lesson records after lessons to record more observations. Also, Reading
Recovery teachers should share and discuss student progress with colleagues. However,
more research is needed to understand how other teachers adapt lesson records for their
instructional needs.
Fourth, teachers further reflect on their lesson records by videotaping their
Reading Recovery lessons as revealed through debriefing interviews. Two teachers
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discussed how they videotaped their lessons as a means of reflecting on their teaching.
They both found value in being able to watch the lessons again at a later time. One
teacher discussed the importance of recording the lessons to help her reflect from
multiple perspectives. “You can hear it, read it, and analyze it from all those different
angles, versus just the written record” (Participant 9). Another teacher shared her
experience videotaping lessons and her ability to focus on the child’s behaviors:
Many times when they're doing a running record, or they're within that new book,
I can't always see what their actions are, or their behaviors are. So I go back and I
look at the videotape, or the video on the iPad, and I see how often their eyes are
on the text, or how often they're off the text. I see whether they are using their
finger when it gets hard, and then they take it back out when it's no longer a
challenge for them. (Participant 4)
Videotaping can support a self-reflective practice, while providing a way to
support the accuracy of teacher’s record keeping through self-check. Wetzel, Maloch, &
Hoffman (2017) discussed the benefits of videotaping saying:
Video aids in understanding the complexity of classroom teaching but also builds
spaces for reflective thinking and learning through [being] proactive. Through
video, we can do the following:
•

Document the teaching practices that happen in classrooms

•

Zoom in on particular situations that grab our attention

•

Capture moments of surprise and tension

•

Move from evaluation to rich descriptions in our reflection
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•

Find patterns and relationships between teacher moves and learning

In literacy teaching, these goals are particularly important because of the
importance of student-to-teacher and student-to-student interactions in our
teaching. (p. 535)
Reading Recovery teachers can utilize video analysis of lessons to continually improve
their teaching, to supplement and enhance their lesson records, to check the accuracy and
quality of anecdotal notes taken during lessons, and to reflect on students’ behaviors in
order to plan future instruction.
Limitations
There were several limitations to this study. The first limitation was the number of
participants used to represent the population of the southeastern state. Of the 215 Reading
Recovery teachers in the state, 150 responded. Follow-up interviews were offered to 32
volunteer participants and 10 subsequently completed an interview. Even with the limited
number, responses from the debriefing interviews were valuable alongside survey data to
describe Reading Recovery teachers’ use and value of their lesson records.
Another limitation were that data was self-reported for both the survey and
debriefing interview. In both methods of data collection, respondents may have been
influenced by the social desirability of wanting to provide what is perceived as the right
answer over what is real or valid (Sue & Ritter, 2012). Although anonymity was
provided on the survey to increase the likelihood of honest responses, one survey item
specifically asked how many students discontinued the previous year. This question may
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have been viewed as sensitive information and teachers may have failed to disclose
truthful information.
Conclusions
Writing on lesson records after lesson may support a reflective practice. As one
returns to the lesson record, teachers have opportunities to reflect on both the child’s and
the teacher’s behaviors. By returning to lesson records, the teacher continues to reflect
and refine instructional decisions. The comment section is provided for teachers to use
daily, and to write what Schön (1987) calls reflections-in-action (the immediate
reflections), reflections-on-action, and dialogue of thinking (the short-term or long-term
reflections).
This study shed light on how Reading Recovery teachers use the comment section
differently. Teachers varied in whether they used the comment section daily, weekly, or
rarely. A difference in what teachers recorded in the comment section was found as well.
Teachers may make just a note or a few comments, while others synthesize overall
learning. More research is needed to see how teachers use the comment section, looking
specifically at how and what teachers record. This may help set a recommendation for
professional development training and also assist in utilizing the comment section for
reflective practice.
This study also found that lesson records could be shared and discussed with
others who are invested in the child’s progress like other Reading Recovery teachers,
classroom teachers, and committee members (such as an intervention team).
Collaborating with other teachers in Reading Recovery and outside of Reading Recovery
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may help the child’s Reading Recovery teacher access support and guidance making the
best instructional decisions for the child. Specifically, other Reading Recovery teachers
and especially teacher leaders seem to be the most beneficial collaborators with whom to
share lesson records. Further, Reading Recovery teachers with low discontinuing rates
need to consistently collaborate with other Reading Recovery professionals and
classroom teachers to enhance their planning, reflective practice, and student outcomes.
In closing, this study looked at Reading Recovery teachers’ use and value of their
daily lesson records. Findings highlighted the importance of lesson records, recording
current behaviors when planning future instruction, and reflecting to refine teaching.
Findings suggest Reading Recovery teachers can write on lesson records after instruction
as a form of reflection, as well as share their lesson records with others--specifically other
Reading Recovery professionals.
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Appendix A
Running Record Sheet
RUNNING RECORD SHEET
Name: _________________________________________ Date: ____________

D. of B.: ________________ Age: ______ yrs ______ mos.

School: ___________________________________________________________

Recorder: _________________________________________

Text titles

Errors
Running Words

Error
Ratio

Accuracy
Rate

Self-correction
Ratio

Easy ______________________________________

______________

1: ____________

_________ %

1: _______________

Instructional ______________________________________

______________

1: ____________

_________ %

1: _______________

Hard ______________________________________

______________

1: ____________

_________ %

1: _______________

Directional movement ____________________________________________________________________________________________________
Analysis of Errors and Self-corrections
Information used or neglected — Meaning (M), Structure or Syntax (S), Visual (V)
Easy __________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Instructional __________________________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Hard __________________________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Cross-checking on information (Note that this behavior changes over time)

Count
Page

Title

E
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SC

Analysis of Errors
and Self-Corrections
Information used
E
MSV

SC
MSV

Count
Page

Title

E
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SC

Analysis of Errors
and Self-Corrections
Information used
E
MSV

SC
MSV

Appendix B
Daily Lesson Record Sheet
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Appendix C
Reading Recovery Lesson Record Survey
This questionnaire asks how Reading Recovery teachers use lesson records. Please be
honest. There are no right or wrong answers and your answers will not be shared with
your Reading Recovery teacher leader, principal, or school district.
1. How valuable do you find each section of the lesson record when planning for future
instruction?

Familiar reading
New text
Strategic activities on text
Letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
Message composed
Constructing words/gaining fluency
Cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing
Comments on any part of the lesson

Not
at all
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Slightly Somewhat
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

Very

Extremely

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

2. How useful do you find each section of the lesson record when planning for future
instruction?

Familiar reading
New text
Strategic activities on text
Letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
Message composed
Constructing words/gaining fluency
Cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing
Comments on any part of the lesson
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Not
at all
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Slightly Somewhat
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

Very

Extremely

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

Before the lesson: Planning for Reading Recovery lessons
The following questions ask about how you plan for Reading Recovery lessons.
3. Do	
  you	
  use	
  a	
  child’s	
  previous	
  lesson	
  records	
  to	
  plan	
  for	
  their	
  future	
  
instruction?	
  	
  
______Yes	
  	
  	
  _____No	
  	
  (If	
  no,	
  proceed	
  to	
  question	
  6.)	
  
	
  
	
  
4. When	
  planning	
  future	
  instruction,	
  which	
  sections	
  of	
  the	
  lesson	
  record	
  do	
  you	
  
find	
  most	
  helpful?	
  Order	
  the	
  3	
  most	
  valuable	
  sections	
  using	
  the	
  numbers	
  1,	
  
2,	
  3	
  (with	
  1	
  being	
  the	
  most	
  valuable):	
  
___ Familiar reading
___ New text
___ Strategic activities on text
___ Letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
___ Message composed
___ Constructing words/gaining fluency
___ Cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing
___ Comments on any part of the lesson
5. When	
  planning	
  future	
  instruction,	
  which	
  section	
  of	
  the	
  lesson	
  record	
  do	
  you	
  
use	
  the	
  least?	
  
	
  
___	
  Familiar	
  reading	
  
___	
  New	
  text	
  
___	
  Strategic	
  activities	
  on	
  text	
  
___	
  Letter	
  work,	
  breaking,	
  word	
  work,	
  and	
  analysis	
  
___	
  Message	
  composed	
  
___	
  Constructing	
  words/gaining	
  fluency	
  
___	
  Cut-‐up	
  story,	
  space,	
  concepts,	
  sequence,	
  and	
  phrasing	
  
___	
  Comments	
  on	
  any	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  lesson	
  
	
  
6. Circle	
  what	
  you	
  use	
  the	
  most	
  when	
  making	
  instructional	
  plans?	
  
	
  
Running	
  Records	
  
Lesson	
  Records	
  
Your	
  knowledge	
  of	
  the	
  
child	
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During Reading Recovery lessons
The following questions ask about how you use the lesson record during lessons.
7. During	
  beginning	
  lessons,	
  which	
  sections	
  of	
  the	
  lesson	
  record	
  do	
  you	
  find	
  most	
  
useful	
  when	
  recording?	
  Order	
  the	
  3	
  most	
  useful	
  sections	
  using	
  the	
  numbers	
  1,	
  
2,	
  3	
  (with	
  1	
  being	
  the	
  most	
  valuable):	
  
Beginning lessons
___ Familiar reading
___ New text
___ Strategic activities on text
___ Letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
___ Message composed
___ Constructing words/gaining fluency
___ Cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing
___ Comments on any part of the lesson
	
  
8. During	
  middle	
  lessons,	
  which	
  sections	
  of	
  the	
  lesson	
  record	
  do	
  you	
  find	
  most	
  
useful	
  when	
  recording?	
  Order	
  the	
  3	
  most	
  useful	
  sections	
  using	
  the	
  numbers	
  1,	
  
2,	
  3	
  (with	
  1	
  being	
  the	
  most	
  valuable):	
  
Middle lessons
___ Familiar reading
___ New text
___ Strategic activities on text
___ Letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
___ Message composed
___ Constructing words/gaining fluency
___ Cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing
___ Comments on any part of the lesson
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9. During	
  end	
  lessons,	
  which	
  sections	
  of	
  the	
  lesson	
  record	
  do	
  you	
  find	
  most	
  useful	
  
when	
  recording?	
  Order	
  the	
  3	
  most	
  useful	
  sections	
  using	
  the	
  numbers	
  1,	
  2,	
  3	
  
(with	
  1	
  being	
  the	
  most	
  useful):	
  
	
  
End lessons
___ Familiar reading
___ New text
___ Strategic activities on text
___ Letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
___ Message composed
___ Constructing words/gaining fluency
___ Cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing
___ Comments on any part of the lesson
	
  
10. As	
  you	
  think	
  about	
  your	
  lesson	
  records	
  over	
  time,	
  which	
  section	
  do	
  you	
  
usually	
  record	
  the	
  most	
  information?	
  
___ Familiar reading
___ New text
___ Strategic activities on text
___ Letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
___ Message composed
___ Constructing words/gaining fluency
___ Cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing
___ Comments on any part of the lesson
11. As	
  you	
  think	
  about	
  your	
  lesson	
  records	
  over	
  time,	
  which	
  section	
  do	
  you	
  
usually	
  record	
  the	
  least	
  information?	
  
___ Familiar reading
___ New text
___ Strategic activities on text
___ Letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
___ Message composed
___ Constructing words/gaining fluency
___ Cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing
___ Comments on any part of the lesson
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12. As	
  you	
  think	
  about	
  your	
  lesson	
  records	
  over	
  time,	
  which	
  section	
  are	
  you	
  
most	
  consistent	
  in	
  completing	
  fully?	
  
	
  
___ Familiar reading
___ New text
___ Strategic activities on text
___ Letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
___ Message composed
___ Constructing words/gaining fluency
___ Cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing
___ Comments on any part of the lesson
13. Which	
  items	
  do	
  you	
  find	
  valuable	
  when	
  recording	
  on	
  a	
  lesson	
  record	
  during	
  
the	
  beginning,	
  middle,	
  and	
  end	
  of	
  a	
  lesson	
  series?	
  	
  
	
  
a. Order	
  the	
  3	
  most	
  valuable	
  items	
  during	
  each	
  stage	
  of	
  the	
  lesson	
  
series	
  using	
  the	
  numbers	
  1,	
  2,	
  &	
  3	
  (with	
  1	
  being	
  the	
  most	
  valuable).	
  
	
  
Beginning lessons
___ Appeals
___ checking behaviors
___ Directional movement
___ Finger use
___ Integrated Errors
___ Monitoring
___ Multiple attempts
___ Noting M, S, V
___ Overall comments on student behaviors
___ Prompting
___ Rereading
___ Scale of help
___ Self-corrections
___ Substitutions
___ Taking words apart
___ Visual information
___ Writing errors
___ Writing successes
___ Other __________________________________
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b. Order	
  the	
  3	
  most	
  valuable	
  items	
  during	
  each	
  stage	
  of	
  the	
  lesson	
  
series	
  using	
  the	
  numbers	
  1,	
  2,	
  &	
  3	
  (with	
  1	
  being	
  the	
  most	
  valuable).	
  
Middle lessons
___ Appeals
___ Cross-checking behaviors
___ Directional movement
___ Finger use
___ Integrated Errors
___ Monitoring
___ Multiple attempts
___ Noting M, S, V
___ Overall comments on student behaviors
___ Prompting
___ Rereading
___ Scale of help
___ Self-corrections
___ Substitutions
___ Taking words apart
___ Visual information
___ Writing errors
___ Writing successes
___ Other __________________________________
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c. Order	
  the	
  3	
  most	
  valuable	
  items	
  during	
  each	
  stage	
  of	
  the	
  lesson	
  
series	
  using	
  the	
  numbers	
  1,	
  2,	
  &	
  3	
  (with	
  1	
  being	
  the	
  most	
  valuable).	
  
End lessons
___ Appeals
___ Cross-checking behaviors
___ Directional movement
___ Finger use
___ Integrated Errors
___ Monitoring
___ Multiple attempts
___ Noting M, S, V
___ Overall comments on student behaviors
___ Prompting
___ Rereading
___ Scale of help
___ Self-corrections
___ Substitutions
___ Taking words apart
___ Visual information
___ Writing errors
___ Writing successes
___ Other __________________________________
After the Reading Recovery lesson
The following questions ask about how you use lesson records after the lesson.
14. Do	
  you	
  write	
  on	
  the	
  lesson	
  record	
  after	
  the	
  lesson	
  is	
  over?	
  	
  _____Yes	
  _____No	
  
	
  
15. If	
  you	
  said	
  yes,	
  which	
  section	
  would	
  you	
  most	
  likely	
  write	
  in?	
  (If	
  not,	
  
proceed	
  to	
  question	
  14.)	
  
___	
  Familiar	
  reading	
  
___	
  New	
  text	
  
___	
  Strategic	
  activities	
  on	
  text	
  
___	
  Letter	
  work,	
  breaking,	
  word	
  work,	
  and	
  analysis	
  
___	
  Message	
  composed	
  
___	
  Constructing	
  words/gaining	
  fluency	
  
___	
  Cut-‐up	
  story,	
  space,	
  concepts,	
  sequence,	
  and	
  phrasing	
  
___	
  Comments	
  on	
  any	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  lesson	
  
	
  
16. Do	
  you	
  share	
  your	
  lesson	
  records	
  with	
  others?	
  	
  _____Yes	
  	
  ____No	
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17. If	
  you	
  answered	
  yes,	
  who	
  do	
  you	
  share	
  your	
  records	
  with?	
  (If	
  not,	
  proceed	
  to	
  
question	
  16.)	
  
Who?

Why?

About you
The following questions ask about your experience with Reading Recovery.
18. What	
  is	
  your	
  current	
  role:	
  
RR teacher in training

RR teacher

RR teacher leader in training

RR teacher leader

19. 	
  How	
  many	
  years	
  have	
  you	
  taught	
  Reading	
  Recovery?	
  _________________	
  
	
  
20. Who	
  is	
  your	
  Teacher	
  Leader?	
  ____________________	
  
21. How	
  many	
  Reading	
  Recovery	
  students	
  did	
  you	
  serve	
  last	
  year?	
  _______________	
  
22. How	
  many	
  of	
  those	
  students	
  successfully	
  discontinued	
  Reading	
  Recovery?	
  
__________	
  
23. How	
  many	
  first	
  grade	
  classrooms	
  are	
  in	
  your	
  school?	
  	
  ____________	
  
24. Including	
  yourself,	
  how	
  many	
  Reading	
  Recovery	
  teachers	
  are	
  there	
  in	
  your	
  
school?	
  	
  
________________
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Would you be willing to participate in a follow up phone interview for approximately 10
minutes? (This portion will be removed from the rest of your questionnaire.)
Name: ____________________________Email:_______________________________
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Appendix D
Debriefing Phone Interview Script
“Thank you for participating in this interview. From the insights gained on the survey I
have a few questions to ask about how you use the lesson record. I’d like to get your
consent to record and transcribe this interview so I can use your responses along with the
information I received from the survey. Your identity will remain confidential.”
1. When you are planning for lessons, which of these three do you use the most:
Running Record, Lesson Record, Personal Knowledge of the child
Follow up (if needed) Tell me about how you use your
________________________.
2. After lessons with students are over, do you write on the lesson record? Yes/ No
Follow up (if needed) What are the kinds of things you record?
Where do you write those things?
3. Tell me how your lesson records change over a series of lessons?
4. What do you think is the most valuable part of the lesson record when planning?
5. Do you ever use the comments section?
Follow up (if needed) Can you tell me a little more about the comments you
make?
6.

Tell me about how you use the strategic activities on text section of your lesson
record.

7.

If you were talking to a new Reading Recovery teacher, what would you tell her
about using the lesson record?
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Appendix E
Additional Tables: Most Useful Lesson Record Sections
Table A1
Most Useful Lesson Record Sections During Beginning Lessons
Frequency Count
Lesson Record Sections
1
2
3
Strategic activities on text
72
29
20
New text
37
21
34
Familiar reading
14
29
8
Message composed
6
27
23
Letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
6
23
19
Comments on any part of the lesson
12
8
8
Constructing words/gaining fluency
1
7
22
Cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing
2
6
16
Total
150
150 150

Table A2
Most Useful Lesson Record Sections During Middle Lessons
Frequency Count
Lesson Record Sections
1
2
3
Strategic activities on text
84
31
13
New text
40
31
27
Constructing words/gaining fluency
0
26
25
Letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
7
20
30
Message composed
5
24
26
Comments on any part of the lesson
8
6
8
Familiar reading
6
6
13
Cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing
0
6
8
Total
150 150 150
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Average
Rank
Score
1.96
1.25
0.72
0.63
0.55
0.40
0.26
0.23

Average
Rank
Score
2.18
1.39
0.51
0.61
0.59
0.29
0.29
0.13

Table A3
Most Useful Lesson Record Sections During End Lessons
Frequency Count

Lesson Record Sections
Strategic activities on text
New text
Message composed
Letter work, breaking, word work, and analysis
Constructing words/gaining fluency
Comments on any part of the lesson
Familiar reading
Cut-up story, space, concepts, sequence, and phrasing
Total
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1
78
47
5
2
2
12
2
1
149

2
37
33
31
20
13
7
6
2
149

3
14
30
20
23
36
11
11
4
149

Average
Rank
Score
2.15
1.58
0.65
0.46
0.45
0.41
0.19
0.13

Appendix F
Additional Tables: Most Valuable Lesson Record Observations
Table B1
Most Valuable Lesson Record Observations to Record During Beginning Lessons
Average
Frequency Count
Rank
Lesson Record Sections
Score
1
2
3
Monitoring
29
32
21
1.15
Directional movement
5
41
11
1.00
Noting M, S, V
18
15
8
0.61
Cross-checking behaviors
17
9
14
0.55
Overall comments on student behaviors
9
15
14
0.55
Self-corrections
6
10
11
0.33
Prompting
5
7
17
0.31
Finger use
6
4
12
0.28
Rereading
1
11
6
0.21
Scale of help
3
5
10
0.19
Visual information
7
3
6
0.19
Writing successes
1
4
10
0.14
Appeals
3
3
5
0.13
Taking words apart
6
2
2
0.11
Multiple attempts
1
3
6
0.10
Integrated errors
1
2
2
0.06
Substitutions
3
0
3
0.06
Writing errors
0
1
3
0.03
Other: ability to compose their writing
0
0
1
0.01
Total
150
150
150
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Table B2
Most Valuable Lesson Record Observations to Record During Middle Lessons
Frequency Count
Lesson Record Sections
1
2
3
Cross-checking behaviors
45
22
7
Monitoring
35
19
7
Noting M, S, V
19
24
13
Taking words apart
8
13
23
Self-corrections
5
17
22
Multiple attempts
7
19
8
Overall comments on student behaviors
11
5
3
Rereading
2
8
11
Writing successes
2
4
17
Scale of help
2
5
13
Prompting
2
2
13
Appeals
5
3
0
Integrated errors
4
2
5
Substitutions
1
4
1
Writing errors
0
2
4
Visual information
0
2
1
Finger use
1
0
0
Directional movement
0
0
1
Other: reading and writing support each other
0
0
1
Total
150
150
150
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Average
Rank
Score
1.24
1.00
0.79
0.49
0.47
0.45
0.31
0.22
0.21
0.19
0.15
0.14
0.14
0.08
0.05
0.03
0.02
0.01
0.01

Table B3
Most Valuable Lesson Record Observations to Record During End Lessons
Frequency Count
Lesson Record Sections
1
2
3
Cross-checking behaviors
34
19
11
Taking words apart
17
25
31
Monitoring
19
20
7
Multiple attempts
18
12
8
Integrated errors
12
15
6
Self-corrections
6
14
17
Overall comments on student behaviors
15
4
8
Noting M, S, V
13
7
3
Scale of help
8
11
7
Writing successes
2
12
19
Prompting
2
5
6
Rereading
0
4
10
Writing errors
1
0
8
Other: strategic reading
2
1
0
Substitutions
1
0
3
Visual information
0
1
2
Appeals
0
0
2
Finger use
0
0
1
Other: fluency
0
0
1
Directional movement
0
0
0
Total
150
150
150
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Average
Rank
Score
1.01
0.88
0.69
0.57
0.48
0.42
0.41
0.37
0.35
0.33
0.15
0.12
0.07
0.05
0.04
0.03
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.00
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